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FOUR PER CENT. DEBENTURES. 


BRITISH & AMERICAN MORTGAGE CO. Lop. 


CAPITAL, £1,500,000. Subscribed, £700,000; Paid-up, £220,000 ; Uncalled, £480,000, 

TRUSTEES farpe Right Hon. HuGH CULLING EARDLEY CHILDERS, M,P., F.R.8. 

— The Right Hon. GzorGE JoHN SHAW-LEFEVRE, M.P. 
HOME DIRECTORS. 

JOHN CROFT DEVERELL, Esq., 9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn. 
WALTER RANDOLPH FARQUHAR, Esq., Banker, 16, St. James’-street. 
BEAUMONT WILLIAM LUBBOCK, Esy., Banker, 15. Lombard-strect. 
Sir CHARLES NICHOLSON, Bart., D.C.L., LL.D., The Grange, Totteridge. 
GEORGE BARINGTON PARKER, Esq., 13, Victoria-stceet, Westminster. 
WILLIAM HENRY STONE, Esq., Lea-park, Godalming. 

| Messrs. ROBARTS, LUBBOCK, & Co., 15, Lombard-street, E.C. 

( Messrs, HERRIES, FARQUHAR, & Co., 16, St. James’-street, S.W. 

The Directors issue Debentures for 3, 5,7, or 10 years, bearing 4 
terest, payable half-yearly by coupons, secured by the Company’s Mortgages, 
which are made with a margin of from one-half to two-thirds of the value of the 
property, together with the uncalled Capital (£480,000), 

By its Articles of Association the Company’s Business is restricted to First 
Mortgages on Freehold Property, and its Debenture Issue is limited to the 
amount of the Subscribed Capital. 

The precautions taken in the selection of Mortgages render these Debentures 
especially suitable for the investment of Trust or other Funds, they being exempt 
from the fluctuations in value attaching to ordinary Stocks and Shares, 

For prospectuses, application forms, and further information apply to 

Oftices of the Company, 6, Old Jewry, E.C. SAMUEL GILES, Secretary. 
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EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 

18 W.C, 


BANKERS 


, LINCOLN’s INN FIELDS, LONDON, 


Ww hole-world policies in most cases free of charge. 
Policies indisputable and unconditional. 


SPECIMEN BONUSES. 


Actual additions made to Policies of £1,000 cifected under Tables IT. and I. 


. NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 
Age 
at Entry. 


Ten. Twenty. Thirty. Forty. 


3, £ ° £ £ s. 
431 1,022 0 
inf “1,167 0 


*4,343 10 


191 10 ( *736 
211 0 io *819 
232 0 525 10 *939 
276 10 "626 10 1,126 
372 0 *S3é 10 


EXAMPLE.— A Policy for £1,000, effected 30 years ago by a person then aged 30, 
would have increased to £1,819, or by more than $0 per cent. 


In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered, would be more than 
suflicient to extinguish all future premiums, and the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profits. 

THE CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT 
OFFERS 
Perfect Security from Fire. Perfect Security for Manuscripts. 
Perfect Security from Burglars. 
Perfect Security for Solicitors. 
Perfect Security for Deeds & Jewels. 
Perfect Security for Mortgages and 
Leases. 
Security for 
Settlements. Gentlemen, 
THE CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT-- 
Guarded Night and Day. 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE 
6,00 Safes and Rooms, 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE 
Whiting and Waiting Rooms. 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE 
Safes, 1 to 6 Guineas, 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 
Strong Rooms, 8 to 90 Guineas. 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT 
Telephone Room for Renters. 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE 
A Necessity of the Time. 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 
Within the Reach of All. 
CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT— 
Lighted by Electricity. 
CHANCERY LANE’ SAFE DEPOSIT— 


Cards to View on Application to the Manager. 


Perfect Security for Bullion. 
Perfect Security for Companies. 
Perfect Security for Trustees. 
Perfect Security for Surveyors. 
Perfect Perfect for Country 


Marriage Security 


THE DEPOSI T— 


THE DEPOSIT— 
THE DEPOSIT— 
THE 
THE 
THE DEPOSIT— 
THE 
THE 


THE 


THE CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT, 


61 AND 62,‘ CHANCERY,LANE, Lonvon, W.C 
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LONDON, MAY 25, 1889, 
CURRENT TOPICS. 

We bewieve that the London organization against the Land 
Transfer Bill is now complete, and that a committee is in action in 
or for every Parliamentary Division of the metropolis. Each of 
these committees, while acting independently in its division, will 
report to the President of the Incorporated Law Society. Mean- 
while the work of the country organization goes briskly forward, 
the advantage of the central authority of the Incorporated Law 
Society for reference and advice being more and more felt. We 


| believe it has been arranged that the President of the Incurporated 
| Law Society shall attend many of the deputations from 


the 
country. 


In tHE MEANTIME We believe that an opposition to the Bill is 
being promoted in the House of Lords by several members of the 
Select Committee to which the measure was referred. ‘Their formal 
reasons for dissent are expected to be issued in a day or two, and, 
we imagine, cannot fail to exercise an important influence on the 
progress of the Bill. 


Tur ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING of the Incorporated Law Society 
will be held on the 10th of July. There will be two vacancies on 
the council to be filled up—one London and one country member. 
We are glad to hear that the Right Hon. H. H. Fowren, M.P., has 
consented to be proposed for the London vacancy. We think 
the opinion will be universal that no better selection could be 
made. 


Lists or acrions before Mr. Justice Currry, Mr. Justice 
Noxru, snd Mr. Justice Srixtinc, out of which those which are 
to be tiansferred to Mr. Justice Kexkewicu will be chosen, can be 
seen in the Cause Clerk’s Room (No. 136) in the Royal Courts of 
Justice, and any of the parties interested in these actions who may, 
for gocd reasons, object to the transfer, should give notice of their 
objection at once. 


Tue Fut Court of Appeal has confirmed the judgment of the 
Queen’s Bench Division in Beresford-Llope y. Sandhurst, and the 
attempt to introduce women into county councils, by the oficial 
construction of Acts of Parliament never intended for the purpose, 
has failed. The Master of the Rolls seems to have gore somewhat 
out of his way to lay down general principles as to the right of 
women to hold public offices. It may be true that neither by the 
common law nor the constitution of England can a woman exer- 
cise any public function, but the exceptions to the rule, either by 
custom or by statute, are somewhat numerous. A sufficient 
reason was found by the rest of the court in the language of the 
statute relied on on behalf of Lady Sanpuunsr. Section 63 of 
the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, in conferring on women 
the right to vote, may be sesumed to have intended to confer 
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that right only; and the totally different right to be elected could 
not safely be inferred from an earlier section which was confined 
to giving this right to men. The question is thus relegated to the 
Legislature, which is its proper place. But with regard to Miss 
Conpen and the other elected lady councillors, the difficulty still 
continues. We have already pointed out (ante, p. 393) that the 
only way by which they could ever have been unseated was an 
election petition, and the twenty-one days allowed for this have 
long gone by. It remains, then, for them to consider whether 
they will continue to sit, and so render themselves liable to the 
penalty of £50 for each offence incurred under section 41 of the 
Act of 1882 by persons acting in a corporate office without being 
qualified. 





TuFxKE covLD BE no better testimony to the efficacy of the cours 
which solicitors are now taking with regard to the Land Transfe™ 
Bill than the circumstance that the authorities interested in the 
Bill appear to be taking alarm. It has been thought desirable to 
adopt very unprecedented measures in support of the system 
proposed to be made compulsory by the Bill. It appears from a 
card with which we have been favoured this week that a very 
able and learned “ missioner,” described as ‘‘ Assisting Barrister to 
the Land Registry,” has been authorized to carry the glad 
tidings of the benefits of registration of title to land under 


the Land Registry Rules, 1889, to the members of the build- | 


ing societies. These benighted persons were supposed to enter- 
tain the opinion that the Land Transfer Bill, if made compul- 
sory, would seriously hamper the operations of the societies ; and 
it is obviously desirable, from the point of view of the oflice and 


the promoter of the Bill, that they should be undeceived. 
Accordingly a “lecture”? by the missioner was arranged for | 
Tuesday last, and, judging from the amount of literature which 


accompanied our card, the supply of sppropriste tracts in aid of 
the mission was singularly copious. Tliese included a table of the 


“principal fees” payable in the Land Registry, and a large | 


pamphlet of ‘‘general instructions as to registration of title 
under the Land Transfer Act, 1875.’’ In this the cost of 
registration with posscssory title of a small estate, value 


by way of punishment, but because of the man’s unfitness 
to practise as an attorney. ‘The court in such cases exercise 
their discretion, whether a man whom they have formerly admitted 
is a proper person to be continued on the roll or not. Having 
been convicted of felony, we think that defendant is not a fit 
person to be an attorney.” That is law, and very reasonable 
and proper law, which has been uniformly acted upon, and it has 
not hitherto been found necessary to raise points of casuistry as to 
what kinds of felony disqualify a man to be a solicitor. But the 
Court of Appeal has now further held that the mere conviction is 
nothing ; it is the moral guilt, as shewn by the facts before it, by 
which the court is guided. It clearly follows, then, that when the 
case was first before the court the usual proceedings in matters of 
felony should have been adopted, and the solicitor should have 
been struck off the rolls. As, however, this was not done, there 
was, according to the court, no remedy: the rule that a conviction 
shall always produce the same result is not inviolable, and was 
met by the opposite one that the discretion of the court, when 
once exercised, shall not be interfered with. The outcome of the 
recent judgment of the Court of Appeal, therefore, is to demonstrate 
the error committed, under a mistaken idea of clemency, by the 
Lord Chief Justice and Mr. Justice Manisty, and also that it is 
now too late to be remedied. 











A case of Brown vy. Burdett, reported in this week’s issue of 
| the Werexty Rerorter, seems to reveal the origin of the new rule 
| of court on which we have recently commented. The facts and 
| decision in this case are stated in the headnote as follows :—‘‘ An 
| action for administration was instituted in 1875, and was uncom- 
pleted in 1887, when it came before Mr. Justice Kay on second 
further consideration, when he directed, under ord. 65, r. 11 [the 
solicitor-baiting order |, a reference tothe taxing master for inquiry 
| and report as to the cause of the delay and who was responsible for 
the costs incurred thereby. The taxing master reported that the 
| former solicitor of the plaintiff in the action had been guilty of 
| great delay, and had improperly conducted the case. The taxing 
| master, on taxation, disallowed a large sum in the bill of costs as 
between the plaintiff and the former solicitor, but the sum actually 


! 
| 
| 


£1,000, is given at £2 19s, 6d., and it is added that, ‘where | . ‘uch é hase 

a solicitor is employed, his charge (under rnle 8 of the Land | allowed on taxation as between the plaintiff and his former solicitor 
Registry Rules, 1889) will be £6 6s.” And it is added that, | Was £1,139. Mr. Justice Kay, on receiving the taxing master’s 
“if the value of the estate were £100, instead of £1,000, the | Teport, consulted with the taxing master, and, having ascer- 
expenses would be less than £1. The solicitor’s fee would he | tained from him that, if the action had been properly con- 
£2 2s.” Moral: avoid these solicitors. It is further added, with | ducted, the amount of the plaintiff's costs as between the 


regard to registration with absolute title, that, ‘‘since 1875 the | plaintif and the former solicitor would have been only £800, he 
registrar has had power to approve of any title, the holding under | directed that, notwithstanding the amount of costs allowed on 
which will not be disturbed, and it is much easier to pass a good | taxation as between the plaintiff and his former solicitor, the 
holding title through the registry than to complete a sale or a | plaintiff was only to be allowed out of the estate—which was 
mortgage under an open contract outside the office.” This is a | represented by a fund in court, with regard to which the plaintiff 
statement which appears to be eomewhat difficult of proof, but | W4S in the position of a trustee—the sum of £800 for costs. It was 
no doubt, in dealing with those sitting in darkness, the teaching held, on appeal, that Mr. Justice Kay had jurisdiction to make 
should be dogmatic, and the first appeal ought always to be to| Such an order, it being based on the ground that the plaintiff, 
faith. We regret to say that we are unable to report as to the | #8suming he was a trustee, had lost all right to costs as trustee out 
success or otherwise of the first operations in this promising field ; | of the estate by reason of the proceedings in the action having been 
but the future historian should record, as an interesting feature | unreasonably carried on.” In delivering judgment Lord Justice 
of our time, the fact that a Goverment office has found it neces- | Corton remarked that ‘‘ what is due under that rule [the solicitor- 


sary to ‘‘go on stump” to advertise its merits. 


Tue nxesvtr of the recent application to the Court of \ ppeal in the 
case of the solicitor who had been convicted of embezzlement, and 
yet had not been struck off the rolls, is unfortunate. The fault lies 
with the original mistake of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr. Justice 
Manisty. When the case was brought before them in December 


| baiting rule] is not taxation. It is only to see whether the costs, 
| though properly incurred, have been fruitless to the person incur- 
ring the same.” And the reason why the court held that the order 
of Mr. Justice Kay was justified was that he had jurisdiction under 
the rule to deprive the plaintiff of all costs, there having been 
great delay and improper conduct. But it will be observed that 
the new rule enables a taxing master, not only where ‘‘the costs 
shall have been increased by unnecessary delay, or by improper, 
vexatious, or unnecessary proceedings, or by other misconduct or 





last they had all the materials to shew that the man had committed 
a felony, and there is no doubt that the sentence of suspension was 
an inadequate one. We recognize of course, as they did, the hard- 

ness of the case, but in that unfortunately there is nothing peculiar. | 
The fact remains that the solicitor had shewn himself unworthy of 
trust, and the application against him was not designed to bring 
about his punishment, but to protect the honour of the profession. 
This distinction was clearly seen by Lord Mansririp in Ex parte 
Brounsail (Cowp. 829), where he ordered an attorney who had 
been convicted of stealing a guinea to be struck off the rolls. It 
was argued that this was to inflict a second punishment, but 
Lord Mansrretp pointed out that what he did was not at all 





negligence,’’ but also ‘if from any other cause the amount of the 
costs shall, in the opinion of the taxing master, be excessive having 
regard to the value of the fund, estate, or assets to which they 
relate, or other circumstances,” to “allow only such an amount of 
costs as would, in his opinion, have been incurred if the litigation 
had been properly conducted, and shall assess the same at a gross 
sum, and shall (if necessary) apportion the amount among the 
parties.” 


_ A veEcree of unccrtainty always arises as to what course the 
judges will adopt with regard to keeping the Queen’s birthday, 
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There has not for many years past been any uniform practice in the 
matter. Formerly sceriet robes and full bottomed wigs were worn 
for the purpore of shewiog the loyalty of the wearers, and the 
judges so adorned sit in court for the transaction of business 
More recently there has arisen a desire that the judges should not 
sit on the day appointed for commemorating her Majesty’s birthday, 
and that the day should be observed as a holiday. This desire was 
by no means responce’ to by all the judges, and the fact that some 
of the judges did so respond, coupled with the fact that all did not, 
and that there was no authority for the sbstention of those who took 
holiday, appear to have led to the institution of the R S. C., ord. 
63, r. 2, which provides that ‘‘ it shall not be necessary ”’ fcr the courts 
to sit on that day. This rule, however, has not Jed to uniformity 
of practice, and it is never known until late on the previous day 
whether any, and which, of the judges will sit. The inconvenience 
of this want of uniformity can scarcely be calculated; if none of 
the judges sat no one would be embarrassed by the leisure so 
afforded to practitioners. But seeing tbat all the judges of the 
High Court are in effect assistant to one another, the presence even 
of one of their number may result in bringing dowa to Lincoln’s-inn 
many who, but for the speculative prospect of some emergency 
arising, would stay away. An announcement has appeared that 
the Lord Chancellor has ordered the Royal Courts to be closed on 
Saturday, the 25th inst., but there appears to be no authority for 
the announcement, nor is there any power under the Rules of 
Court to make such an order. In consequence of this announce- 
ment (not in consequence of the order, even if it exists) several of 
the offices in the Royal Courts of Justice will be closed on Satur- 
day, but this will not be the case with all. Quite apart from the 
unpleasant jealousies which may hence arise among the officials, 
there is an obvious inconvenience to solicitors who may suffer dis- 
appointment at finding, contrary to expectation, that any particular 
office is closed, or afterwards discovering that it was open as 
usual. 








THE NEW DEATH DUTY. 


Arrer a considerable amount of discussion, it is now clear that from 
and after the Ist of June, if the Customs and Inland Revenue Bill 
should, as is usual, become law promptly, there will be a fifth 
death duty to be paid. There are already the probate, the legacy, 
and the succession duties, and the comparatively unimportant 
account duty. There will be, in a few days, the estate duty as 
well. What the estate duty is can be stated in substance in two 
sentences. First, when a man dies leaving personalty over 
£10,000, his executor or administrator will pay an extra one per 
cent. on the whole of the personal estate—that is, he will pay 
three per cent. probate duty and one per cent. estate duty. 
Secondly, where a man succeeds to realty valued at more than 
£10,000, and where he succeeds to realty under that mark, but 
takes other benefit from the death which makes his succession 
worth more than £10,000, he pays an extra duty of one per cent. 
upon his succession. This is the essence of the new tax. What 
its effect will be was shewn in the House of Commons last week. 
The tax will ultimately yield £1,200,000, and of this sum 
£150,000 at the most will be paid by realty, the remainder by 
personalty. 

This being the new tax, and its yield being thus estimated, it is 
worth while to consider more closely what it means and what its 
machinery is to be. Unsettled personalty over £10,000 is to pay, 
by the bands of the executor or administrator, an extra one per cent. 
of probate duty. A succession over £10,000 in settled personalty 
or realty or in unsettled realty is to pay an extra one per cent. of 
succession duty. The ecale of consanguinity for the existing duties 
is left untouched, but the estate 4uty is to be levied on the capital 
value of the succession, whatever the degree of consanguinity. 
A most important matter is that of the valuation. Of course 
for personalty the valuation is a simple matter. The executor 
ascertains from the ‘‘Stock Exchange List” or from the secre- 
taries of the companies in which his testator held shares what is 
the medium market value of the securities forming part of the 
estate, and then he has the furniture and chattels valued; it is 
somewhat, but not much, more difficult for him to ascertain the 
value of any leasehold property. But with real estate the valua- 
tion is a far more difficult matter. The Chancellor of the Ex- 





chequer said repeatedly in the House of Commons that it is the 
capital value of the succession that he means to tex. Accordingly 
we find in the Customs and Inland Revenue Bill that in the case of 
a succession ‘‘the value shall be the principal value of such pro- 
perty, based upon the annual value after making such allowances 
(if any) as ought to be made under the” Succession Duty “ Act. 
The duty payable in respect of such principal value shall not in 
any case exceed the amount which would be chargeable upon an 
annuity equal to such annual value according to the highest value 
in Table III. of the Schedule to the Succession Duty Act.” 
Despite the efforts of Sir Hosace Davey and Mr. Sypvey Boxton 
in Committee, this clause—clause 6 (5 (a) )—stands unaltered in 
the Bill as now practically settled. 

Turning to Table III. of the Succession Duty Act, which re- 
lates to the value of a terminable annuity only, we see that the 
value of such an annuity of £100 a year for ninety-five years is 
there given at £2,439 15s. 6d. It follows that in no case may the 
officials of Somerset House put down more than twenty-four and a 
half years’ purchase as the value of land for the purpose of succes- 
sion duty. This is a new way of valuing, and may be described as 
a half measure between valuing the life interests and valuing the 
capital interest. The hands of Somerset House are to be tied, and 
they are committed to asking no more than twenty-four and a half 
years’ purchase of the net rental. The principle under which they 
act was laid down by the House of Lords a quarter of a century 
ego in the case of The Attorney-General v. The Earl of Sefton 
(3 H. & C. 362, 11 H. L. Cas. 257). The Bill of 1889 uses the 
phrase ‘‘ annual value ” just as the Act of 1853 does. This points 
to the actual rental which is obtained or obtainable at the date of 
the succession accruing. Forthe value of property for the purpose 
of succession duty is to be ascertained at the time when the iaterest 
of the succession accrues. If the property has at that moment no 
saleable value, nor any actual or potential annual value (to quote 
the words of Lord Chancellor Wesrnunry), it is not capable of being 
assessed. The Legislature had nothing then, and have nothing 
now, to do with any possible increase or dimioution in the value of 
property after the succession accrues. Lord Srrroy’s land, which 
was wholly unproductive at the date of his succession accruing, but 
which sold five years later »t 16s. a square yard, or nearly £4,000 
an acre, had to pay no succession duty at all. 

The matter standing in this way, it is clear that real property 
will escape the new death duty far more easily than personalty. 
The successor to real property will pay on his succession by the 
familiar instalments, and he will pay at the highest no more than 
twenty-four and a half years’ purchase of the net rentul of the 
land. It may be, of course, that any number of years’ purchase 
which approaches twenty-five is far above the value of the land. 
There is a great deal of land in the kingdom which is not worth 
twenty years’ purchase. But at the other end of the scale there is 
a great deal of land which is worth nearer thirty years’ purchase 
than twenty, and against this the hands of Somerset House are to 
be tied. It will be urged, and truly urged, in favour of realty that 
taxation of it hes increased fast of late years. This is unquestion- 
ably co. It has been pointed out that £10,000 worth of land, pro- 
ducing an inceme of say £300, and passing to a lineal descendant 
at the age of thirty-five, paid no more than £42 for succession duty 
in 1887, that it paid £62 in 1888, and thatit will pay in the latter 
half of 1889 about £132. This is a great increase of taxation. 
But it is no equivalent to the burden on personalty, £10,000 of 
which, passing again to a lineal descendant, paid last year £300, 
and will now pay £400. What the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
led his hearers to expect was equality of taxation to realty and 
personalty so far as concerns the new estate duty. This he has 
not provided, as personalty will now pay an enhanced probate duty, 
and realty will only pay an enhanced succession duty by easy 
instalments, and upon an easy valuation. In other words, the 
estate duty will, as regards personalty, be a tax upon the corpus, 
as regards realty it will be a tax upon the rents. A concrete 
instance will best show the result of the new tax. A man dies on 
the 1st of June next leaving £50,000 worth of land equally amoog 
his six children. The land pays no estate duty. Another man 
dies on the same day leaving £50,000 worth of personalty equally 
among his six children. ‘he estate pays by the hands of the 
executor £500 in estate duty. The estate duty adds a new com- 
plexity to the “death duties,” and lays an unequal burden on the 
two species of property. 
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BILL OF EXCHANGE PAYABLE TO A “FICTITIOUS 
PAYEE.” 
Tne Court of Appeal have, as we fully expected, affirmed the 
decision of Cuantes, J., in Vagliano Brothers v. The Bank of 
ingland, on which we commented, ante, p. 23. 
was not unanimous, the Master of the Rolls dissenting from 
the view taken by the five Lords Justices. We are glad, 
however, to see that the ground of difference was really 
rather a narrow one. It illustrates what, to our mind, is one of 
the cardinal difficulties of codification. As we understand the 


judgments, the Master of the Rolls did not differ from the | 


majority of the court on the general principles of the common law 
or the law merchant as applicable to bills of exchange in such a 
case before the Bills of Exchange Act, but he thought that a 
certain section of the Act had altered the common law in one 
important particular. We cannot, as a matter of fact, having 
regard to the general scope of the Act and the circumstances of its 
origin, believe that any such alteration of the law as suggested 
was really intended by the framers of the Act. The words 
employed in the section of the Act in question are, as it seems to 
us, a somewhat loose and popular formulation of the result of 
certain well-known decisions, but, if read without reference to the 
previously-existing law, they might, perhaps, be capable of the 
construction given to them by the Master of the Rolls. Herein 
lies the difficulty of these codifying Acts. Are they to be read by 
the light of the previously-existing law? If so, it seems doubtful 
how far they attain their object. They thus only add a further 
burthen to that already imposed upon those who have to interpret 
the law—viz., in addition to considering the previously existing 
law, that of considering whether the law, as expressed by the 
statute, is intended to be the same as that which previously 
existed, or different. If, on the other hand, they are to be read 
merely by the light of their owh phraseology, as if the law on the 
subject were a fabula rasa, we fear some rather extraordinary and 
unexpected results would follow; but we do not believe that, 
practically, any attempt would ever be made to treat them on this 
principle. 

The particular question involved in Vayliano Brothers v. Bank 


of England turned, as our readers will remember, on the words | 
‘¢ fictitious payee ”’ in the 3rd sub-section of section 7 of the Bills | 
of Exchange Act, 1882. The question in the action was whether | 


the defendants could debit the plaintiffs, their customers, with 
certain payments made by the defendants on forged instruments, 
purporting to be bills of exchange accepted by the plaintiffs, pay- 
able at the defendants’ bank. Leaving out matters of detail, the 
essential facts were these. A clerk of the plaintiffs forged drafts 
on the plaintiffs, directing payment of certain sums of money to 


the order of an existing firm of merchants carrying on business | 


abroad, who were known to the plaintitfs and had dealings with 


them. Having by fraud procured the acceptance of these drafts | 


by the plaintitfs, payable at the defendants’ bank, the clerk pro- 
ceeded to forge indorsements by the payees, and then, taking the 
instruments to the bank, received payment of them in cash. The 
question was much discussed by the Master of the Rolls in the 
course of his judgment whether these forged instruments could be 
said to be bills of exchange or not. What he said on the subject 
is illustrative of the thorough and methodical manner in which it 
is his habit to define all the terms he is using, as he goes along, 
but we rather doubt whether, after all, much turns on this ques- 
tion. It is admitted that such a document is a bill of exchange by 
estoppel as against the acceptor in favour of certain persons, and, 
if so, it would appear that, so far as he is concerned, as between 
himself and such persons, his liabilities will be regulated by the 
same law as in the case of a genuine bill of exchange, and there- 
fore the statute will apply. 

The 3rd sub-section of section 7 provides that ‘‘ where the payee 
is a fictitious or non-existing person, the bill may be treated as 


payable to bearer.”’ It was admitted that the authority of the | 


banker to pay the bill as against his customers, the acceptors, must 


The court | 





facts of this particular case, and from the letter of indication ad. 
| dressed to the defendants by the plaintiffs, that the defendants were 

authorized to deal with the bills as if they were actual bills. Under 
| these circumstances, if the payees were fictitious within the section, 


-|}the bills would be payable to bearer, and the defendants would, 


therefore, have authority, as against the plaintiffs, to pay them as 
they did. Unless the section applied, of course it is obvious that 
the defendants must fail, because, on the face of the instrument, 
the acceptors only undertook to pay to the order of particular 
| persons, and those persons had not really given any order. 

| It seems clear from the authorities cited in the judgment of the 
majority of the Court of Appeal—and indeed it does not seem to be 
disputed by the Master of the Rolls—that it was essential to the 
old doctrine of the mercantile law, which made a bill, which pur- 
ported to be payable to the order of a fictitious person, payable to 
bearer, that the payee should be fictitious to the knowledge of the 
party as against whom the bill was sought to be treated as payable 
to bearer. The reason of this is obvious; it is, after all, merely a 
result of the law of estoppel. A person drawing or accepting a 
draft payable to the order of a payee, the obtaining of whose order 
he cannot possibly contemplate, because he knows such payee to be 
fictitious, cannot practically nullify the efficacy of the instrument 
to which he has himself given currency by objecting to the absence 
of an indorsement which he never can have really intended to be 
procured. Right or wrong, and on whatever reason founded, such 
seems to have been the old law; and the majority have held, as we 
think rightly, that the section is only intended to reproduce it. 
The Master of the Rolls, if we understand him, treats the section 
thus. He says that it must be read according to the words used, 
and it contains no such words as ‘‘to the knowledge of the 
acceptor.” Therefore if, according to the true meaning of 
words, the payees were “ fictitious’ the section must apply, 
though the payees were not fictitious to the knowledge of the ac- 
ceptor, and the law must be treated in this respect as altered. 
He comes to the conclusion that the payees were, in this case, 
fictitious, apparently because, though there was a real firm of that 
nome, they had really no connection with the instruments; they 
were not really payees of the bills, their names being used by the 
forger by way of mere fiction. We feel some doubt whether 
| ** fictitious payee’ was really intended to include “ person ficti- 
tiously made payee,” but it does not seem to us necessary for the 
purposes of the case in question to determine whether the payee 
might not be fictitious within the section, although the name of a 
| real person was used, as against a person party to the fictitious 
| use of the name. But we cannot think that the Master of the 
| Rolls’ construction of the section is the right one, in so far as he 
| treats the payee as necessarily fictitious for the purposes of the 
section guoad all parties, if fictitious so far as the drawer is con- 
cerned. 

| Apart from the considerations that the statute was notoriously a 
codifying statute and bears the indicia of being such on the face of 
|it; that it isd priori improbable that such an alteration of the 
| law could be intended, and also that, if intended, it would surely 
| have been made in clearer and more explicit terms, we think that, 
reading the mere words used in relation to the true nature of a bill 
of exchange, the more reasonable construction is that they imply 
that the application of the section is intended to be as against parties 
to the fiction. It is necessary to analyze the nature and qualities 
of a bill of exchange a little in order properly to apply the section. 
A bill of exchange is a document or instrument importing 
several contracts, and it seems to us clear that under peculiar 
circumstances such as those here in question, where the bill is 
only one by estoppel as between certain parties, its words may 
have a different import with regard to different parties. It 
appears to us that the word ‘‘payee’”’ may be used so as to 
involve a certain possibility of misunderstanding in this case. 
There was no real “ payee” it is true in the sense that there was 
no person really entitled to claim payment of the bill as payee, 
but the term really means in this connection “person to whom 
”” or perhaps 











|or to whose order the bill purports to be payable, 





depend on the question to whom, according to the law of bills of | father “‘ person to whom or to whose order a party contracting by 
exchange, the bill was, by its terms, apparently payable by the | the instrument purports to promise to pay.” ‘‘ Fictitious payee ” 
acceptors. We say apparently, because it will be observed that, in | does not mean something in rerum aaturd like a fictitious 
this particular case, no one ever existed who could have sued the | diamond. The words merely point to the use of a name by way 
acceptors on this bill, for it was a forgery, and there never was a of fiction, and the effect of such use on liability seems, according 


bond fide holder for value; but it was clear, at any rate, on the | to the reason of the thing, to depend upon the question who so 
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uses it. The section is in substance dealing with the liability of a 
person who has, by a document purporting to be a bill of exchange, 
purported to contract to pay to, or to the order of, a particular 
person. Bearing these considerations in mind, it seems to 
us to become very clear that the word “fictitious” must be 
read in relation to the particular person sought to be made 
liable, and it must refer to a case where that person has contracted 
to pay to, or to the order of, a fictitious payee. But surely 
‘fictitious’ so read cannot be meant to include the case where 
the name, as intended by the party contracting, is that of a real 
person, and he really meant to contract to pay to, or to the order 
of, such real person? It seems to us that, on its mere terms, the 
more reasonable construction of the section is that it never could 
have meant so far to alter the ordinary principles of the law of 
contract, as applicable to bills of exchange, as to make a contract 
which, so far as regarded the words used and the intention and 
knowledge of the maker of the contract, imported a contract to pay 
to, or to the order of, certain real persons into a contract to pay to 
bearer. For the purpose of the construction of the section it 
must be remembered that no question of negligence on the part 
of the acceptor can be taken into consideration. 

We do not propose to discuss the questions of negligence that 
arose in the case which suggested these observations. They turn 
on other considerations. The question we have been discussing is the 
tare question of the construction of the section—viz., whether, 
because the forger of the bill fictitiously used the names of real 
persons as payees, the acceptors, who really contemplated by their 
acceptance such real persons, are by the section made liable on the 
bill as one payable to bearer. It seems to us that the Master of 
the Rolls’ construction is an almost heroic application of the prin- 


ciple of construction according to the strict grammatical sense of | 


the words used, bu& the result he arrives at does not, we must 
confess, commend itself to our sense of what, having regard to the 
law as it previously existed, seems the reasonably probable inten- 
tion. 








REVIEWS. 
RECENT CONVEYANCING ACTS, 
THE CONVEYANCING AND SETTLED LAND ACTS, WITH OTHER RECENT 
Acts, WITH COMMENTARIES. By H. J. Hoop, M.A., and H. W. 


CiALiis, M.A., Barristers-at-Law. Turrp EpITION. Reeves & 
Turner. 


There has for some time been a great want of a commentary, 
brought up to date, on the Conveyancing and Settled Land Acts, and 
we anticipate for the new edition of Messrs. Hood and Challis’s 
treatise a very hearty welcome. The scope of the book has been so 
much enlarged that we think the title might well be changed to the 
heading we have given. Not only is the Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882, now annotated, but the Trustee Act, 1888, and the Land 
Charges Registration and Searches Act, 1888, are also printed in the 
body of the work, with notes appended; the Vendor and Purchaser 
Act, 1874, is given in the appendix, with annotations, and the Settled 
Estates Act, 1877, and certain sections of the Land Drainage Act, 
1861, are also added to the appendix. The most important matter in 
a work of this kind is the question whether the cases on the different 
sections have been carefully collated and correctly stated, and upon 
this point the investigation we have made with regard to the Con- 
veyancing and Settled Land Acts leads us to think that very great 
care and industry have been exercised in both respects. We have not 
yet missed any case of any importance, and we have found the effect 
of the cases very well stated. The book will be found a handy and 
valuable guide to the Acts which the conveyancer has most frequent 
occasion nowadays to consult. 

STATUTES. 
Tue PRACTICAL STATUTES OF THE SEssION 1888 (51 & 52 VICT.); 
witn INTRODUCTIONS, NOTES, TABLES OF STATUTES REPEALED 
xp Supsects ALTERED, Lists or LocaL, PERSONAL, AND PRI- 

VATE AcTs, AND A Copious InpEx. Parr II. Edited by 

WintiAM Pavrerson, Judge of County Courts, and JAMES 

SUTHERLAND Cotton, Barrister-at-Liw. London: Horace Cox. 


We have already noticed part I. of this useful edition of the 
statutes. The present volume contains those which were passed in 
the autumn session of iast year, and several of these are of great 
importance. Such are the Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 
the Land Charges Registration and Searches Act, the Trustee Act, 
the Law of Libel Amendment Act, and the Solicitors Act. As 


before, each statute is prefaced by an explanatory introduction, and 
useful notes are appended shewing the alteration in the law. This 
part also contains the usual tables of statutes repealed and of 
subjects altered by the legislation of the year and the lists of local 
and personal Acts. The care which has been bestowed on the edi- 
tion may be illustrated by referring to the notes to the Trustee Act 
and the Law of Libel Amendment Act. The work will be found 
very compact and convenient. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE LAW ASSOCIATION FOR THE BENEFIT OF WIDOWS 
AND FAMILIES OF SOLICITORS IN THE METROPOLIS AND 
VICINITY. 


[Z'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—As an old director of this association I venture to solicit 
space in your columns to call the earnest attention of my co-directors 
and our subscribers generally to the importance of our annual general 
court to be held in the hall of the Incorporated Law Society on 
Friday, the 31st inst. 

We shall then be called upon to decide whether we will adopt such 
measures as must tend to our extinction, and are intended to lead to 
the amalgamation of our body with the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association, or whether our association shall continue to exist (as it 
has for seventy-two years existed) as a separate and independent 
society. 

I beg leave to suggest to those of our members who may be un- 
able to attend the court that they should previously signify their 
views on this vital question to our secretary, Mr. A. Carpenter. 

A. ELLEY FINCH. 

2, Gray’s-inn-square, London, W.C., May 20. 


[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—I wish to draw attention through your columns to the 
absolute necessity for the members of the Law Association to attend 





the annual general court to be held at the Law Institution on 
Friday next, the 31st inst., at 3 o’clock, when Mr. Nisbet will move 
a motion to the effect that a ‘‘ working arrangement” be entered into 
between the above association and the Solicitors’ Benevolent Associa- 
tion in accordance with a scheme he has subjoined, and which pro- 
vides that from and after the present year no new member shall be 
admitted to the Law Association, and that its funds shall be 
administered by twenty-four committeemen, twelve to be chosen 
from each association, and that after an uncertain lapse of time the 
Law Association shall cease to exist, and its funds be accordingly 
‘‘transferred ” to the Solicitors’ Benevolent. 

I do not propose now to enter into the merits of the two charities, 
or of Mr. Nisbet’s motion, beyond saying that the latter appears to 
be an attempt by one society to legally appropriate the funds 
belonging to the other. I would also wish to point out that the Law 
Association has done its work well since it was instituted in 1817, at 
little cost, and with no shew; that it has kept within its means; 
that the objects for which it was established differ from those of the 
Solicitors’ Benevolent, in that the relief was and is purposely limited 
| to solicitors in and about the metropolis; and that it considers that 
members who have been sufficiently thrifty to subscribe to it during 
their years of welfare have, when misfortune overtakes them or their 
families, the first claim upon the funds. On the other hand, it will 
be seen from the last report of the Solicitors’ Benevolent that that 
society is evidently now beginning to feel the result of helping, and 
having helped, for some years past non-members and their families 
to a much greater extent than members and their families, In 1858 
they granted relief to non-members and their families to the amount 
of £2,606 as against £1,460 only granted to members and their 
families. Doubtless, having in a sense undertaken to feed so many 
hungry mouths, their committee are now put about to find the 
| wherewithal, and the Law Association is very tempting game, but it 
remains to be seen whether the question which was debated and 
settled in 1875 will fare any better under cover of the ‘ working 
arrangement” now suggested, and whether the members of the Law 
Association will think fit on Friday next to re-elect, as their directors, 
gentlemen who are endeavouring to serve two masters by being on 
the directorate of each association. ae 

I do strongly urge on the members of the Law Association to 
devote a short time next Friday afternoon to this all important 
matter. I enclose a copy of Mr. Nisbet’s motion and scheme in case 
you can find room for it. It requires a little study before its full 
scope is seen. ARTHUR TOOVEY. 


18, Orchard-street, Portman-square, London, W., May 22. 


[The following are copies of Mr Nisbet’s notice and scheme :— 
Mr. Nisbet has given notice of his intention to move at the 
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annual general court, to be held on the 31st inst. :—‘‘ That a working | it upon himself to proclaim the iniquities of the profession ? and upon 
arrangement be entered into between the Law Association and the | such slender grounds; because 117 solicitors only, out of many 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, in accordance with the scheme | thousands, have been struck off the rolls in ten years; and the 
now printed and circulated, with any modifications that may appear | greater number for embezzlement, a crime which, I contend, but for 





necessary or expedient.” | the want of ordinary sagacity on the part of our clients, would visit 
us on but very rare occasions. My question has already been 
answered by ‘the by no means inaudible sounds” of which Mr, 


PrRoposED SciEME FOR WORKING ARRANGEMENT BETWEEN THE | 


Law ASsocIATION AND THE SoLicirors’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIA- | Hastie so feelingly complains. 


TION. 


To turn for one moment to a technical matter. I stated in my 


1, That from and after a certain date in the present year no new | former letter that our office is ‘‘to institute suits in courts of law, 


members shall be admitted to the Law Association. 

2. That the number of directors of the Law Association shall not be | 
more than twenty-four or less than twelve. That six directors shall | 
retire every year, but be eligible for re-election. Whenever the | 
number of the members of the association has not exceeded 200 during 
the previous year the number of directors shall be reduced to twelve. 

3. That while all other ordinary business of the Law Association 
shall for the present be conducted by its committee and officers as 
heretofore, all applications from London solicitors (whether mem- 
bers or non-members) or their families for relief shall be made to and 
considered by a joint committee consisting of twelve directors of the 
Law Association and twelve members of the committee of the Solici- 
tors’ Benevolent Association. 

4, That the grants made for the relief of such London cases shall 
be paid solely out of the funds of the Law Association, so far as its 
income will allow after providing for the annual grants now in force | 
to the widows and other relatives of deceased members. That the 
amount available out of the current year’s income for distribution by 

the joint committee shall be fixed at the annual general court of the 
Law Association, or at any extraordinary court to be held for such | 
purpose, and shall not fall short of the whole income of the Law | 
Association for that year, after providing for any necessary expenses | 
of management or other contingencies, 

5. That whenever the sums granted by the joint committee in aid | 
of London solicitors and their families in any one year shall exceed | 
the amount available from the funds of the Law Association, all 
further grants made by the joint committee shall be met out of the 
funds of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Institution, it being intended that 
all applications made to either society for the relief of London solici- 
tors and their families shall come before the joint committee, who 
will thus have a]l London cases brought under their observation. 

6. That if any member of the Law Association, or any widow, child, 
or other relative of a deceased member, who has applied for relief 
under the rules of the association, shall feel aggrieved at the decision 
of the joint committee on his or her case, he or she shall be allowed 
to appeal to the Lord Chancellor, or to three members of the 
Incorporated Law Society, or to some other referee or referees to be 
agreed upon by the members of the joint committee, before they 
commence their sittings in any year. 

7. The decision of such referee or referees shall be binding on all 
parties, and shall be based upon the assumption that every member of 
the Law Association, and every widow, child, or other relative of a 
deceased member, is absolutely entitled to receive the same pecuniary 
relief from the funds of the Law Association as if they were adminis- 
tered solely by its committee under the regulations and practice 
prevailing before its working union with the other society. 

$. As soon as, from the lapse of time, and the death or withdrawal | 
of members, the Law Association becomes so small a body as to | 
render its further separate existence undesirable, the consent of its 
members can be obtained to its complete amalgamation with the 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, and its capital funds will then be 
transferred accordingly. In that case the fullest provision shall be 
made for the claims of the remaining members of the Law Association 
= their families in the manner set forth in the above clauses 7 
and 8. | 








| 


FRAUDULENT SOLICITORS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal, ] 


ASir,—I have read Mr. Hastie’s letter with interest. I wish to do 
him no injustice, as I doubt not he has the welfare of the profession 
at heart. But I am not prepared to say that, in his zeal, he has 
dealt judiciously with the evil he has been pleased to parade before 
our innumerable critics. 

We are passing through a transition epoch, nay, we are enduring 
all the perils of a climacteric. We have enemies in high places. 
There are those whom many of us can remember to have derived their | 
incomes at our hands, and who have mounted the steps of fame by 
the help of the “ fat contentions and flowing fees ” we have procured 
for them, who would turn upon us and crush us from the vantage- 
ground of their high office. There are those who would take, from 
some of us part, from others of us the whole, of our incomes, Is 
such a time—when we should one and all be animated by a 
spirit of solidarity—a fit and proper time for one member to take 





| and to prosecute or defend the cause of clients.” Mr. Hastie would 


question the accuracy of this statement, and say that it is not the sole 
function of a solicitor. Technically so called, I am prepared to assert 
that it is. Attorneys were attached to the common law courts, 
solicitors to the equity courts, and it was the duty of each, in their 
respective tribunals, to prosecute and defend the cause of clients, 
Since the fusion of the two branches the title ‘‘attorney” has been 
dropped. To be accurate, I should include the obsolete office of 
‘* proctor,” which the solicitor now fills. 

Conveyancers, on the other hand, are, I will admit, employed in 
money transactions connected with the legitimate fulfilment of their 
office. But conveyancers are not necessarily solicitors, though it is a 
common practice for solicitors to undertake the work of conveyancers, 

Mr. Hastie’s proposal, as I understand it, is to place the guilty 
solicitor under the burden of procuring a guarantee of £5,000 ere he 
be allowed to practise; when his lay brother, provided he comply 
with the two statutes that regulate his qualification and conduct, 
may, a8 @ conveyancer, transact, unincumbered, the multitude of 
money matters in respect of which your correspondent says some 
guarantee should be given. Those who intend to practise in convey- 
ancing will, I should think, qualify as conveyancers, and leave their 
unoffending colleagues to suffer the lamentable injustice of bearing a 
weighty and undeserved incubus alone. Mr. Hastie seems to emulate 
a certain high functionary in inventing the most effectual way of 
divesting solicitors of one branch of their present means of livelihood. 

Personally, I am deeply sensible of the injustice Mr. Hastie has 
done me and my brother practitioners in announcing that we have 
lost the public confidence. I have heard it from him, but from no 
one else—certainly from no layman. I should have thought that the 
odium with which we are still regarded by a certain class, and which 
I suppose is the only heritage we could expect from the attorneys of 
whom Butler, Bishop Earle, and Jeremy Bentham so uncompromis- 
ingly wrote, would have deterred him from fretting a wound so slow to 
heal. We still have a villain’s part to play on the stage, with a 
glorious exception, by-the-bye (many thanks to Mr. Pinero !) in which 
one of us is made a hero of. Mirabile dictu! In fiction we are 
familiarized to the mere schoolboy as pursuing all the machinations 
that may oppress and crush our fellow men. I hear it said (and this 
no fiction) that, in this city, we are used as convenient tools to do the 
‘* dirty work” that our clients do not care to do themselves, 

If Mr. Hastie is illuminated by an ardent spirit of reform, if he has 
made it an object of his life to purge the profession of much of its 
grossness, let him consider what this assertion means. He may be 
inspired to a nobler act than—through an unwarrantable generaliza- 
tion—that of placing a large body of anoffending men under the 
yoke of a heavy penalty. Let him give battle to the injustice and 
inhumanity that is still rampant in our midst, and not a few of us will 
step forth to enrol ourselves beneath his banner. He may be 
denounced as an idle dreamer; he may be ridiculed as a sickly 
moralist ; he may be hooted at as a crusader ia a forlorn hope, but if 
he shall arouse from their lethargy of ungodliness those amongst us 
who have brought shame upon our calling, he will merit the un- 
stinted gratitude of all who cherish the honour and integrity of the 
profession. Dovucias M, GANE. 

Great St. Helen’s, May 20. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I fear that I cannot answer your inquiry — perhaps the 
secretary of the Incorporated Law Society can do so. 

The fact, however, that the council were not the moving spirit in 
Mr. Dodds’ case would seem to shew that they often do not take the 
initiative, unless—which surely cannot be the case—they specially 
favoured their late colleague. 

I intended to tell you that the canon’s cook ‘‘looked askew.” 
Possibly through the mistake of my clerk, you printed that the 
canon’s book ‘looked askew.” I am afraid that a good many 
solicitors’ books ‘‘ look askew,” but I never heard of a canon’s doing 
so. The quotation is from the story of Nelly Cook in the ‘‘ Ingoldsby 
Legends.” A. H. HastIE. 

65, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C., May 21. 

(We have referred to the MS. of Mr. Hastie’s letter and find the 
word ‘‘ book ’”’ most distinctly written.—Eb. 8S. J.] 
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CASES OF THE WEEK.* 


Court of Appeal, 
VAGLIANO BROTHERS ». THE BANK OF ENGLAND—No. 1, 21st May. 


Birt or Excuhancg—Forcery or Payer’s Name—‘ Fictitiovs or Non- 
EXISTING Pgrson ’?—LIAnILITY OF BANKER—BILLs or Excuance Act, 1882 
(45 & 46 Vicr. c. 61), 8. 7, sUB-SECTION 3. 


Appeal from the judgment of Charles, J., in favour ofthe plaintiffs 
(22 Q. B. D. 103). The plaintiffs were merchants having large trans- 
actions with correspondents in the East, and had in their employment a 
clerk named Glyka. Glyka, with another clerk, managed the foreign 
correspondence of the firm, and was paid a salary of £180 a year. The 
foreign correspondents were in the habit of drawing bills upon the plain- 
tiffs against consignments, sending letters of advice of their having done 
so. These letters were opened by Glyka. The bills were accepted by the 
plaintiffs ‘‘ payable at the Bank of England ” (the plaintiffs’ bankers), and 
taken away by the payees or their agents, and presented for payment at 
the bank. The plaintiffs used to advise the bank of the bills coming for- 
ward, adding ‘‘ which be good enough to pay at maturity and debit our 
account.’’ When returned, the bills were examined with the pass-book 
and the cash-book, but the indorsements were not examined. Vucina, a 
merchant at Odessa, was in the habit of drawing largely upon the plaintiffs 
to the order of named payees. Between February and October, 1887, 
Glyka forged letters of advice from Vucina, and also forged Vucina’s name 
as drawer to various bills amounting to £71,500, forging the name of 
Petridi & Co., of Constantinople (with whom the plaintiffs had dealings), 
as payees. The bills were payable three days after sight. These bills 
were placed in the acceptance bill-box, and accepted by the plaintiffs in 
the usual way, and abstracted by Glyka, who proceeded to forge the 
indorsement of Petridi £ Co. All these bills were cashed by the bank 
across the counter, though the usual course of business was that accept- 
ances would be presented through a banker. The plaintiffs brought this 
action to have it declared that the £71,500 had been wrongfully debited to 
their account. Charles, J., having given judgment for the plaintiffs, the 
defendants appealed. 

Tue Covrt (Corton, Linpiey, Bowen, Fry, and Lorgs, L.JJ., Lord 
Esuer, M.R., dissenting) dismissed the appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said 
that the question depended upon the interpretation and application of the 
Bills of Exchange Act, 1882. It was necessary to consider the law at the 


waut of care would have disabled them from charging the plaintiffs if the 
latter’s negligence had been the proximate cause of the bank’s loss. 
Corton, L.J., read the judgment (written by Bowen, 1.J.) of the rest of 
the court. The duty which the bank undertook in respect of the docu- 
ments Pa to them for payment was laid down in Rodarts v. Tucker 
(16 Q. B. 560). The acceptance of a bill of exchange payable at a 
banker’s was tantamount to an order to the banker to pay the bill to the 
person who, according to the law merchant, was capable of giving a good 
discharge for it. If the bill was payable to order it was an authority to 
pay the bill to any person who became holder by a genuine indorse- 
ment. If the bill was originally payable to bearer, it was an authority to 
pay the bill to the person who was the holder. Whether these documents 
ever became bills in the mercantile sense of the term might be open to 
question. But, according to the letters of indication to the bank, the 
latter would be justified in treating them as if they were bills. The bank 
could only justify the payments by shewing that they were bills payable 
to bearer. The bank relied upon section 7, sub-section 3, of the Bills of 
Exchange Act, 1882, and contended that Petridi & Co. were fictitious 
payees within that section. Petridi & Co. were real persons, and the 
acceptors believed that they were the payees. It was urged that, as Glyka 
intended to forge Petridi & Co.’s name, and never meant that they should 
have anything to do with the bills, the payees were fictitious, and that it 
was immaterial in what sense the acceptor understood the introduction of 
their names, and that consequently these bills were payable to bearer. 
The previous law was clear, and was based upon Armed 5 An acceptance 
was an admission by the acceptor of the genuineness of the signature of 
the drawer, and that the payee existed, and had capacity to indorse. The 
genuineness of the indorsement of the payee was a matter as to which no 
estoppel prevailed, with one exception. That exception was in the case 
of bills payable to a fictitious person. The cases of Tatlock v. Harris 
(3 T. R. 174), Bennett v, Farnell (1 Camp. 130), Minet v. Gibson (3 'T. R. 481, 
1 H. Bl. 579), Gibson v. Hunter (2 H. Bl. 187), shewed the history of 
the law upon this point, and made it clear that it was only where the 
fictitious character of the payee was known to the acceptor at the time he 
accepted the bill that the bill could be treated against the acceptor as 
payable to bearer. The principle was that the acceptor must be taken to 
have intended that hia acceptance should have some commercial validity 
in such a case. Section 7, sub-section 3, of the Act must be reasonably 
construed. The word “‘ fictitious’? must be interpreted with due regard 
to the person against whom the bill was sought to be enforced. If the 
drawer was the person against whom the bill was to be treated as a bill 
payable to bearer, the term “‘ fictitious’? would be satisfied if it was 





time of the passing of that Act. This document was not in law, accord- 
ing to the law merchant, a bill of exchange at all. There was no real 
drawer. The drawing was a forgery. So also Petridi & Co. were not the 
real payees, as they were never intended to have the bills. Therefore 
there was no real drawer and payee. It was not even a contract at all. 
But such a document could, between certain parties, be treated as a bill of 
exchange. One party might by the general law be estopped from denying 
that it was a bill. By the custom of merchants an acceptor was estopped 
from denying the handwriting of the drawer, and by accepting he repre- 
sented to all into whose hands the document might ond fide come that the 
person purperting to be drawer was the real drawer. The acceptor was 
not bound to know the person named as payee. He represented nothing 
about the payee. But if he knew that the bill was not intended to be in 
the named payee’s favour, he would lead a Jond fide indorsee for value into 
a position of loss unless he were estopped. The acceptor and drawer there- 
fore would be estopped in favour of the indorsee. In the present case 
the acceptor would be estopped, as regards the defect of the drawer, as 
against a bond fide indoreee for value. He was not estopped from shewing 
the defect of the payee and of the indorsement, because he did not know 
that the payee was not a real payee. Then came the Bills of Exchange 
Act, 1882. These documents were not bills, and therefore primd facie did 
not come within the Act. The parties might be estopped from denying 
that they were bills. It was said that section 7, sub-section 3, made the 
bills payable to bearer. In his opinion, if the bill could be brought 
within the Act at all, this sub-section applied. Petridi & Co. were 
‘‘ fictitious payees.’’ They were pretended payees. The drawer feigned 
that Petridi & Co. were the payees when they were not. To feign was 
the equivalent for to pretend. Using the adjective as applicable 
to the thing feigned, the payees were fictitious payees. The antithesis 
was between a real and a fictitious payee. If ‘‘fictitious’’ did not 
apply to the name of an existing person who was not intended 
to be payee, there was no distinction between fictitious and non-existing 
persons in the enactment. The words ‘‘to the knowledge of the 
acceptor ’’ were omitted from the section. The consequence was that, as 
between the plaintiffs and the bank, these bills were, as against the plain- 
tiffs, payable by them to a bond fide indorsee for value as bills payable to 
bearer. The contract between the bank and their customer was, if not 
otherwise expressed, that they could only charge him if they paid upon 
an acceptance by him to a person entitled by law to claim payment from 
him as acceptor. If the document was not a bill of exchange, either by 
law or by estoppel, as between the acceptor and the person presenting it 
for payment to the bank, there would be no contract between the bank 
and its customer authorizing the bank to charge him with the payment. 
But by virtue of the Act, in his opinion, the bank could charge the plain- 
tiffs in this case. As to the question of negligence, the plaintiffs were 
negligent in not having due supervision over Glyka, but thet negli- 
gence was too remote from the loss. The bank were negligent in paying 
so many bills across the counter, but he gave no opinion whether such 


fictitious as regards himself ; in other words, fictitious to his knowledge. 
As regards the acceptor, fictitious must mean fictitious as regards himself 
—that is, to his knowledge. But whatever might be the meaning of the 
section, Petridi & Co. were not ‘fictitious payees.’’ They were a real 
firm, and the representation made.to the acceptor on the face of the draft 
was that the payees were not fictitious persons. The payees were from 
first to last real persons, though Glyka did not intend that they should 
receive the money. The very essence of the fraud was that everyone who 
saw the bills should believe that a real firm were the persons to whom the 
money was to be paid. The bills were therefore not payable to bearer, 
and the bank, having paid upon forged indorsements, must take the con- 
sequences. As to negligence, the plaintiffs left too much to a clerk in 
Glyka’s position without due supervision; but this was not the proximate 
cause of the loss. The bank, too, were guilty of negligence in paying the 
bills across the counter, and this negligence materially contributed to the 
frauds, and would prevent the bank from relying upon negligence in the 
plaintiffs. The judgment must therefore be affirmed.—Covunse., Sir 
Charles Russell, Q.C., Finlay, Q.0., and Hollams ; Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., 
H. D. Greene, Q.C., and Arbuthnot. Soxicrrors, Hollams, Son, § Coward ; 
Freshfield § Williams. 


BERESFORD-HOPE v. SANDHURST—No. 1, 15th and 16th May. 


Exection Law—County Councit — Fgsmate OanpipATE—VoTES THROWN 
Away—Mvnicipat Corporations Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 60) ss. 9, 11, 
63—LocaL Government Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 41), 8. 2. 


Appeal from the judgment of the Queen’s Bench Division (37 W. R. 
525) upon an election petition. The facts were stated im a special case, 
and raised two questions :—(1) Whether a woman was eligible for election 
to the county council ; and (2) whether, if not eligible, the votes given for 
her were thrown away so as to entitle the petitioner to the seat. The 
Queen’s Bench Division gave judgment for the petitioner on both points. 
The respondent on the petition, Lady Sandhurst, by leave appealed. 
Besides the cases referred to in the judgments, Reg. v. Mayor, §c., of 
Tewkesbury (16 W. R. 1200, L. R. 3 Q. B. 629), was cited. A preliminary 
objection was taken that no appeal lay, but the court overruled this 
objection (see ante, p. 453). 

‘Tue Court (Lord Cotzeriver, 0.J., Lord Esusr, M.R., Corron, Linpiey, 
Fry, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. Lord Cotermes, C..)., said that 
the oflice of county councillor was a new office created in 1888 by statute. 
Apart from the statute no one had a common law or inherent right to 
hold it. The Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, contained the qualifica- 
tions of candidates for the office. The right to vote at municipal elections 
was given to women by section 9 of the Municipal Franchise Act, 1869. 
If the right to vote carried with it the right to a candidate, it was a 
significant fact that from 1869 down to the present time no woman had 
ever sat upon a municipal corporation. By section 11, sub-section 3, of the 
Act of 1882, every person was qualified to be a councillor who was qualified 
to elect. Women being qualified to elect, it was said that that sub- 
section qualified them to be elected. But for section 63 that argument 





* These cases are specially reported for the SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL by barristers 
appointed in the different courts. 





would be a strong one. Section 63 enacted that ‘‘for all purposes con- 


408 


nected with and having reference to the right to vote at municipal 
elections, words in this Act importing the masculine gender include 
women.” That section in effect said that as regards women their rights 
were limited to the right to vote, and the Act gave them no right 
to be candidates. The second question was whether the votes given for 
the appellant were thrown away, and the petitioner was duly elected. 
The incapacity of the appellant was an incapacity of s‘aé The fact 
raising the incapacity must have been known to all who voted for her. 
Gosling ¥. Veley (7 Q. B 439) and Drinkwater v. Deakin (L. R.9 C. P. 626), 
laid down that if the facts existed which created the incapacity and 
+ 





must be known to ft : who voted for the candidate, the votes were 
thrown away. The incapacity was one of status annexed by law to tl 
candidate, and required no proof. The fact was known d > wl 
knew it must be held to be aware of the lecal consequence attac hing to 


the fact. The incapacity in Drinkwater v. Deakin was not ascertained, and 
notice of it ought to have been given to a sufficient number of voters. 
The distinction was a plain one. Lord Esurr, M.R., said that he arrived 
at the same conclusion by different steps. The question turned upon the 
true construction of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882. He took the 
proposition laid down by Willes, J., in Chorl‘on v. L q (17 W. R. 284 
L. R. 4 0. P. 374). He took it that neither by the common law nor by 
the constitution of England could a woman exercise any public function. 
Willes, J., in his judgment noticed the case of the Countess of Pembroke, 
hereditary sheriff of Westmoreland, and the cases of overseers and 
constables, and spoke of them as exceptions to the general law. Voting 
for persons for public offices was the exercise of a public function. That 
case also said that, when a statute dealt with the exercise of public 
functions, unless expressly extended to women, prim fa 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


————— _—— — — ——— 


May 25, 1889, 








memorandum, the name of the ‘‘tenant’’ not being mentioned in it, 
but at the foot of the memorandum were the signatures of both the 
plaintiff and defendant, and also the signature of an attesting witness. 
It was not stated in what character the defendant had signed the 
document. The question whether the agreement was such as to satisfy 
the Statute of Frauds was raised as a preliminary question of law under 
rule 2 of order 35. It was suggested that the defendant might have 
signed the document as a mortgagee. Kay, J., held that the statute had 
been sufficiently complied with, and he answered the question of law in 


| favour of the plaintiff 


| the decision. 


Tue Covrr (Lord Esurr, M.R., and Corron and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed 
Lord Esner, M.R., said that in order to satisfy the statute 
you must in the document find both parties, either by description or by 
name, and the party to be charged must have signed it. It was not 
necessary that both must sign; but you must have both parties appearing 


{on the document in some way. There was no law that you might not 


words | 


importing the masculine gender did not include women ; and, further, that | 


in euch a statute under such circumstances Lord Brougham’s Act did not 
apply. Bringing those considerations to bear upon the construction of 
the Act of 1882, apart from section 63, he would read the Act thus :— 
Section 9 stated who were to exercise the public function of voting. That 
referred to men only. Section 11 stated that those who had the power of 
voting might be elected. That also was confined to men. Therefore 
women could neither be electors nor elected. But by section 9 of the 
Municipal Franchise Act, 1869, women were given the right to vote at 
municipal elections. Therefore, in order not to alter the law, section 63 
was inserted. That section shewed that the intention of the Legislature 
with regard to sections 9 and i1 was to confer on women the right to vote 
only. That gave full effect to the decision in Chor/ton v. Lings, and to 
the Act of 1882. As to the second question, he agreed that the judgments 
in Prinkwater v. Deakin were conclusive. Corron, L.J., said that he did 
not rely upon the doctrines as to the general disqualification of women 
stated by Lord Esher, M.R., but solely upon section 63, which shewed 
that the right to be candidates was not conferred upon women. Linpury, 
L.J., agreed that by section 63 the right to vote alone was conferred upon 
women. Fry, L.J., said that section 63 ascertained the rights of women, 
both affirmatively and negatively. Affirmatively, it gave the right to 
vote : negatively, by necessary implication it negatived the right to sit. 
Lorrs, L.J., said that but for section 63 he would not have arrived at the 
same conclusion.—Counset, Rigby, Q.C., R. 7. Reid, Q.C., and Costelloe ; 
Finlay, Q.C., and Day. Sorrerrors, Pyke & Minchin ; Walker, M 

Co, 





Re THE CALLAO BIS CO.—No. 2, 18th May. 
Comrany—Votuntary Winpinc tr—Sare or Assets To New Company— 
Spectra ResotuTion—VALipITy—SaAncTion or Court—Time ror O 

TAINING Sanction—Comranigs Act, 1862, s. 161. 


This was an ex parte appeal by the company and its voluntary liquidator 


from the refusal by North, J. (ante, p. 455), of an application for the 
sanction of the court to a special resolution passed in the voluntary 
winding up of ti ympany, under section 161 of the Companies A: t, 
1862, for the sale of the assets of the company to a new company, in con- 
sideration of the issue of shares in the new company to the shareholder: 


of the old company. On the 10th of May an ex parte application wa 
made, on behalf of the company and the voluntary liquidator. to North, J., 
tor the immediate sanction of the court to the resolution, so as to prevent 
the possibility of its being invalidated by reason of an order being made 
within a year from the passing of the resolution for the winding up of the 
company, either compulsorily or under supervision. North, J., doubted 
whether he had any jurisdiction under section 161 to sanction the resolu- 
tion, except when an order had been made by the 
compulsorily or under supervision. . 
_Tg Court (Lord Esxer, M.R., and Corron and Fry, L.JJ.) appeared 
disposed to take the same view as North, J., but they said that they 
could not decide the question of jurisdiction éx parte, and they gave leave 
to rve a creditor o the company and a dissentient shareholder with 
notice Of motion for the 29th inst.—CowunseL, Cozens-Hardy, Q al 
Gresvenor Woods, Soxacrrons, Snell, tg Gaunt. a 












STOKELL v. NIVEN—No. 2, 18th May. 
STATUTE OF Fravps~—A 


Bopy o1 


EEMENT TO GRANT LEASE 
AGREEMENT—A 
SpEciFIc PERFORMANCI 


-No TENANT 


2 ( NAMED IN 
RSEMENT SIGNED BY PER NO 


NAMED— 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kay, J. (ante, p. 269). The | 


action was brought by a lessor for the specific performance of an agree- 
ment to take a lease of some brick works, and the question was 


whether the Statute of Frauds had been complied with. 3y a memo- 


urt for winding up | 


look at the signature as part of the document. On the contrary, you 
must look at the signature, because the document was uot complete till 
signed. Could the court look at the signatures to this document in order 
to see whether both parties were described or named in it? If it could, 
then it came to this—could the court say, looking at the face of the 
document, that the defendant’s name was there as the proposed tenant? 
Was it more reasonable to take the signature as that of the proposed 
tenant, or as that of a mortgagee who had signed for the purpoee of 
signifying his assent to an offer to no one in particular? Who ever heard 
of a mortgagee signing, and signing in that way, a proposal not made 
to anyone in particular? The mortgagee would be signing a proposal to 
a person of whom he knew nothing and for whom he cared nothing. 
It was impossible to regard such a construction of the document as 
reasonable. It was clear that the document was signed by the defendant 
as the proposed tenant. The name of the proposed lessor was also 
there, and therefore the requirements of the statute had been satisfied. 
Corron and Fry, LJJ., concurred.—Covnset, Renshaw, Q.C., and 
Davenport; Marten, Q.C., and W. R. E. Barker. Soxscitors, I/iffes, 
UE iley, x Sweet; Bell, Brodri ‘ 4 Gr ty. 


EDWARDS v. HUNTER—No. 2, 22nd May. 
ArreaL—Sgcurity ror Costs—Costs or APPEAL ALREADY INCUBRED— 
R. 8. C., 1883, LVIIL., 15. 

This was a motion by the respondent to an appeal that the appellant 
might be ordered to give security for the costs of the appeal, on the ground 
of insolvency. The appellant had not paid the costs which he had been 
ordered to pay in the courts below. The respondent’s solicitors were 
about to levy execution for the costs, but before doing so they had 
written to the solicitors for the respondent that, if the execution should 
prove fruitless, they should immediately apply to the Court of Appeal for 
security for the costs of the appeal. On the hearing of the motion it was 
objected, on behalf of the appellant, that the application was made too 
late, because the appeal was only one out of the day’s paper, and the 
expenses of the appeal must have been already incurred. In answer to 
inquiries made by the court it was stated that the brief on the 
appeal had been already delivered to the leading counsel for the respond- 
ent, though the junior’s brief had not yet been delivered. Under the 
circumstances 

Tue Court (Lord Esurr, M.R., and Corron and Fry, L.JJ.) refused 
the application. Lord Esner, M.R., said that he did not approve of the 
mode in which the respondent’s solicitors had proceeded. The letter 
which they wrote shewed that they did not intend to make any real 
inquiry as to the means of the appellant. He might have had goods in 
the next house to that iu which they were goiug to levy execution, and it 
was evident they did not intend to inquire about it. The court had laid 
down that the insolvency of an appellant was a ‘‘ special circumstance’’ 
by reason of which the court might (not must) order security to be given 
for the costs of the appeal. It would not necessarily do so, and solicitors 
had no right to assume that it would. In the present case all the costs of 
the appeal had really been already incurred, and for this reason the 
motion must be refused, with costs. OCorron, L.J., said that in his 
opinion the insolvency of an appellant was primd fasie a ground for 
ordering him to give security for costs, though he did not mean to say 
that there might not even then be cases in which the court would not 
order it. He thought the delay in making the application was a sufficient 
ground for refusing it in the present case. Lord Esuer, M.R., added 
that he entirely agreed with what Cotton, LJ., had said, and had 
intended to say the same thing. Fry, LJ, coucurred.—CovunseL, Corrie 
Grant; Neville, Q.C. 


Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN THE DELAGOA BAY RAILWAY CO. AND 
TANCRED—No. 2, 220d May. 
ArrgaL—Settinc Down—Finat or Inrertocurory Lisr—Morron ro Ser 
AsIDE AWARD. 

This was an application to advance the hearing of an appeal which had 
| been set down in the final list. The appeal was against the refusal by 
Stirling, J., of a motion to set aside an award or remit it back tc the 
umpire for consideration on certain grounds stated. The award had been 
made on a reference under the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, and it 
| directed the payment of a large sum of money by the company to the 
respondent. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Corron and Fry, L.JJ.) were of 
—_— that no sufficient ground had been shewn for advancing the 
| appeal, but they thought that the appeal ought to have been set down in 


randum of agreement in writing, the plaintiff agreed to let the brickfield | the interlocutory list, and they ordered it to be transferred to that list.— 
| Staupner Buckley, Q.C.; A, R. Kirby. Souicrrors, Peacock & Goddard ; 


on @ five years’ lease, “‘the tenant” agreeing tu pay a specified rent and 
royalty. The plaintiff's name alone appeared in the body of the 
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Re SALMON, PRIEST v. UPPLEBY—No. 2, 14th May. 


PracticE—Notick or AprEAt—Service on Turrp Party—R. §. 
LVIII., 2. 

A yuestion arose in this case (apparently for the first time) as to the 
service of a notice of sppeal ona third party. The action was brought 
by a cestui que trust against a former trustee in respect of an alleged 
breach of trust. The defendant denied liability to the plaintiff, but, in 
case he should be held liable, he claimed to be entitled to indemnity 
from a third party. He obtained leave to issue a third party notice, and 
an order was afterwards made giving liberty to the third party to appear 
at the trial and to take such part in the proceedings as the judge should 
think proper; and it was also ordered that the trial of the question 
between the third party (who had repudiated the claim to indemnity) and 
the defendant should take place at, but immediately after, the trial of 
the question between the plaintiff and the defendant. At the trial the 
third party appeared by counsel, but Kekewich, J., refused to allow his 
counsel to cross-examine the plaintiff's witnesses, on the ground that he 
was going to try the case as between the defendant and the third party 
afterwards. On the evidence his lordship held that the plaintiff could 
not sustain his claim against the defendant, and he dismissed the action 
as against the defendant, with costs. The question of the defendant's 
right to be indemnified by the third party was, consequently, not tried. 
The plaintiff appealed, and he served his notice of appeal only on the 
defendant, not on the third party. On the opening of the appeal the 
preliminary objection was taken, on behalf of the defendant, that 
the plaintiff ought to have served the notice of appeal on the third 
party. Rule 1 of order 58 provides that all appeals shall be brought by 
notice of motion, and that the appellant may by the notice of motion 
appeal from the whole or any part of any judgment or order. By rule 2, 
‘The notice of appeal shall be served upon all parties directly affected by 
the appeal, and it shall not be necessary to serve parties not so affected ; 
but the Court of Appeal may direct notice of the appeal to be served on 
all or any parties to the action or other proceeding, or upon any person 
not a party, and in the meantime may postpone or adjourn the hearing 
of the appeal upon such terms as may be just, and may give such 
judgment and make such order as might have been given or made if the 
persons served with such notice had been originally parties.’’ 

Tue Court (Lord Esner, M.R., and Corron and Fry, L.JJ.), Corron, 
L.J., dissenting from the majority, overruled the objection, but they held 
that the third party ought to be present on the hearing of the appeal, the 
majority being of opinion that the defendant should apply for leave to 
serve him. Lord Esner, M R., said that if Kekewich, J., when he refused 
to allow the third party to cross-examine the plaintiff's witnesses, meant 
to say that he should try the question of the liability of the defendant to 
the plaintiff over again as between the defendant and the third party, he 
was going contrary to the intention of the Judicature Act and the third- 
party rules. However, in the result he found for the defendant as against 
the plaintiff, and, if that judgment stood, the third party would be relieved 
of liability. If, on the appeal, the plaintiff should succeed against the 
defendant, the question between the defendant and the third party would 
arise again, and thus the position of the third party might be made less 
favourable by the result of the appeal. In that sense the third party was 
interested in the appeal. On the opening of the appeal the defendant 
took the objection that the third party had not been served by the plain- 
tiff. What was the position of the plaintiff? He did not care whether 
the defendant had a remedy over against the third party, and the defend- 
ant’s point was that the plaintiff ought to have served the third party, 
though he had no interest in his being there. The question must depend 
on the construction of rule2. Having regard to rule 1, his lordship thonght 
that the appellant (that is, the plaintiff in the present case) was the person 
who ought to serve the notice of appeal in all cases which came within 
rule 2. But the rule did not say that the notice was to be served on all 
parties affected by the appeal; it was only to be served on all parties 
‘‘directly” affected. It must be remembered that the rule applied 
to appeais from all divisions of the High Court, and it ought not to be 
construed with reference to the former practice of the Court of Chancery. 
In the common law courts there never could have been such a thing as 
a third party brought in. The rule must not be construed as if the word 
‘*directly ’? were not in it. His lordship did not think that a third party 
brought in on the ground that he had undertaken to indemnify the 
defendant could be said to be “‘ directly ’’ affected by this appeal. The 
appeal, if successful, would not determine the whole case against him, but 
only one point in the case, Therefore, though with some doubt, his lord- 
ship came to the conclusion that the third party was not ‘‘ directly” 
affected by the appeal, and consequently the objection failed. But he 
thought the court ought not to hear the appeal without the presence of 
the third party. The defendant, who wanted to have him here, ought to 
have applied to the Court of Appeal under the latter part of rule 2 for 
leave to serve. Ifthe defendant should meke that application now the 
court would be ready to assist him, but as the presence of the third party 
was wholiy immaterial to the plaintiff, and was solely for the benefit of 
the defendant, the defendant ought to pay the costs of the adjournment, 
on the ground that he ought to have made the application before. 
Corton, L.J., differed, except on the point that the third party ought to 
be present when the appeal was argued and decided. It was necessary, 
in order to carry out the intention of the third-party rules, that the third 
party should be present when the court decided (if it should so decide) 
that the defendant was liable to the plaintiff. The defendant denied his 
liability, but he said that, if he was liable, the third party had agreed 
to indemnify him. The order giving the third party liberty 
to attend at tho trial must mean the trial between the plain- 
tiff and the defendant. 


C., 





It was said that Kekewich, J., had refused | 


to allow the third party to cross-examine the plaintiff's witnesses. 
If the counsel for the third party desired to cross-examine the w i1¢18 
upon the question of indemnity, which was to be tried afterwards between 
the defendant and third party, his lordship agreed that the judge was 
right in refusing to allow it. But Kekewich, J., seemed to have made 
use of some expressions which might be construed to mean that he must 
try the whole case over again as between the defendant and the third party. 
That would defeat the intention of the third-party rules, and his lordship 
thought that Kekewich, J., could not have meant that the order gave the 
third party liberty to appear at the trial, and in his lordship’s opinion if 
the third party wished to cross-examine the plaintiff's witnesses on the 
question whether the defendant was liable to the plaintiff he was entitled 
to do so, and Kekewich, J., would have been wrong in refusing to allow him 
todoso. He did not think that Kekewich, J., intended that. The rules 
contained no directions as to the defendant serving the third party with 
notice of the trial between the plaintiff and the defendant. It was for 
the plaintiff to make his action perfect, and it was his duty to serve all 
persons who ought to be present at the trial. The plaintiff was 
unsuccessful at the trial, and he appealed. The judgment at the trial 
entirely swept away the case of the plaintiff against the defendant, and 
also the case of the defendant against the third party. On the hearing of 
the appeal (subject to the rule of the court as to hearing only two counsel 
on one side), the counsel for the third party would have the sanie right to 
bring forward any — in favour of the defendant against the plaintiff 
as he would have had at the trial. It was the duty of an appellant to 
make his appeal perfect, and, there being no rule requiring a respondent 
to serve a third party with notice of the appeal, it was for the 
appellant to make his appeal perfect. His lordship doubted whether 
rule 2 applied to the case of third parties at all. The third- 
party procedure was entirely new in both divisions of the court, 
and, in the absence of any rule, the court must be guided by 
this principle, that it was the duty of the appellant to make his 
appeal perfect But, if rule 2 did apply to third parties, his lordship 
thou ght that the third party was ‘‘ directly’ affected by the appeal, for 
the judgment of the court below had destroyed all foundation for the 
claim of the defendant against the third party, and the appeal might 
possibly restore it. The third party might not be directly affected by the 
judgment on the appeal, because, as the question of the right to 
indemnity had never yet been tried, the Oourt of — might send it 
back to the judge to be tried. His lordship thought that the costs should 
depend on the result of the appeal. Fry, L.J., agreed with the Master of 
the Rolls. He said tiat two questions arose in the case—(1) whether the 
defendant was liable to the plaintiff; (2) whether, if he was, the third 
party was liable to indemnify him. The first question affected the third 
party only by the intervention of the second. Therefore, his Jordship 
thought the third party was only indirectly affected by the appeal by 
reason of the defendant’s rights over against him. The language of rule 
2 was emphatic; it not only said that the notice of appeal was to be served 
upon all parties directly affected by the appeal, but it added that it should 
not be necessary to serve parties not so affected. He thought the proper 
course was for the plaintiff to serve the defendant, who was directly 
affected by the appeal, and then the defendant, if he wished to maintain 
his rights over against the third party, should apply to the Court of 
Appeal for leave to serve him. The scheme of the rules was to make the 
proceeding against the third party an independent proceeding, in which 
the defendant was to be the actor. 

The defendant then asked for leave to serve the third party, which the 
court granted, on the terms of the defendant’s paying the costs of the 
adjournment of the appeal.—Covnsri, Warmington, QO., and J. G. 
Wood; 8. Hall, Q.C., and P. F. Stokes; Sturges. Soxtcrrors, Hicks § 
Son; H. Hocombe ; G. H. Bird. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re BASCHIERA’S TRADE-MARK—Ohitty, J., 17ch May. 


Patents, &c., Act, 1883, s. 72, aND 1888, s. 14—Trape-mark —Sim1Larity 
or Marks. 


This was a motion for a direction to the Comptroller-General of 
Patents and Trade-marks to proceed with the registration of the appli- 
cants’ mark. The applicants were a firm of match makers in Venice, and 
the mark sought to be registered was a figure of the winged lion of St. 
Mark, being the arms of the city of Venice. The application to register 
was made in July, 1887, but was refused, on the ground thatthe mark 
sought to be registered resembled one of the marks for matches already 
on the register belonging to Messrs Bryant & May, and ‘‘as being calcu- 
lated to deceive ’’ was not allowable under the Patents, &c., Acts of 1883 
and 1888. Messrs. Bryant & May opposed the motion. The evidence 
shewed that it was the common practice in the trade for matches to be 
spoken of and ordered by the name of the principal feature of the label, 
the matches being called tiger matches or lion matches, &c. The 
applicants relied on Re Lyndon’s Trade-Mark (34 W. R. 403, 32 Ch. D. 
109), submitting that the test of resemblance was a comparison of the 
marks as they would appear side by side if on the register, and 
that it should be assumed, for the purposes of a question like the 
present, which merely involved the applicants’ right under the Act 
to registration of the mark, that the mark would not be used im- 

roperly. 

4 Goat, J., said that any question whether the present application was 
governed by the Act of 1883 or the Act of 1888 was immaterial for the 
purposes of his decision. The words of the Act of 1833 (section 72) were 
that the comptroller should not register with respect to the same descrip- 
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tion of goods a trade-mark ‘‘so nearly resembling”’ a trade-mark already 
on th: register with respect to such description of goods as to be 
calculated to deceive. The Act of 1888 (section 14) prohibited registra- 
tion of a mark “having such resemblance to’’ an actually registered 
mark as to be calculated to deceive. It was plain that to decide the 
present question under the Act of 1853 would be more favourable to the 
present applicants, for, whatever the difference between the enactments 
of 1883 and 1888 might be, it was sti)l clear, to his mind, that the enact- 
ment of 1888 was intended to give to the owners of existing marks a more 
extended protection against registration by rival traders of similar marks 
for similar It was therefore unnecessary to determine whether 
the Act of 1888 was or was not retrospective. That point, which was of 
considerable importance, had been argued and discussed, but not 
adjudicated upon, in Re Burgoyne’s Trade-Mark (ante, p. 316). He should 
not decide it in the present case, but would assume in favour of the 
present applicants that their application fell within what he deemed to be the 
less stringent provision—namely, that contained in the earlier Act of 1883. 
He would also adopt the applicants’ contention, that the difference 
between the two marks was apparent when placed in juxtaposition—at 
least, that it was apparent to an artist or trained person. But it was 
nevertheless equally apparent that the dominating portion of either 
design was the lion, and the evidence shewed tbat persons buying and 
selling designated the goods they dealt in by the name of the object which 
formed the prevailing feature of the label or trade-mark under which 
they were sold. That was the practice of the trade, and when that was 
borne in mind the right way, as it appeared to him, to come to a decision 
in cases like the present was, not when putting the two labels or trade- 
marks side by side to form an opinion such as an artist would take, but 
rather to have a regard to what was the existing practice of the trade and 
what would be the result of any similarity on the minds of persons deal- 
ing in the special article. For instance, in a well-known case—tbe 
*‘dog beer’? case (Read v. Richardson, 29 W. R. Dig. 223)—a case 
which, however, involved a trader's right to an injunction and not the 
question of a rival trader’s right to registration, the dogs used by the rival 
parties were not alike, but most obviously different; yet the Court of 
Appeal granted an injunction because the evidence shewed that the 
plaintiff's article had come to be known as “‘ dog beer.’’ The leading 
feature of the respondents’ mark was a lion, and it appeared to him to be 
wrong to allow the applicants to register another lion with slight additions 
of distinction. Ifthe applicants were allowed to register such a mark the 
court would be permitting them to take the principal part of the respond- 
ents’ mark, and would be placing the applicants in a position which might 
enable them to take away from the respondents a great part of the good- 
will of the respondents’ business. He therefore held that the application 
to register fell within the prohibition of the Act of 1883, and he dismissed 
the motion with costs.—CounseL, Whitchorne, Q.C., and Job Bradford ; 
Romer, QC., and Carpmael; Ingle Joyce. Soxricirors, Wild, Browne, § 
Wild; Wilson, Bristows, § Carpmae/; The Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 


Tligh Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
HOWARD v. BEALL—2lst May. 


Practice—Discovery—InsrgecTion or Banker's Books—Disciosure or 
Accounts or Pgrsons not Parties TO THE AcCTION—BANKEKS’ Books 
Evipence Acr, 1879, s. 7. 

This was an appeal by the defendant from an order made by Stephen, 
J., at chambers, under section 7 of the Bankers’ Books Evidence Act, 
1879 (42 Vict. c. 11). The action was brought for deceit. The plaintiff 
complained that he had been induced to take shares in a company by 
misrepresentations contained in a prospectus. Being desirous to obtain 
discovery in aid of his action he made an application under section 7 of 
the Bankers’ Books Evidence Act, 1879. That section is as follows :— 
‘*On the application of any party to a legal proceeding a court or judge 
may order that such party be at liberty to inspect and take copies of any 
entries in a banker’s book for any of the purposes of such proceedings.”’ 
Stephen, J., made an order which included the disclosure of accourts of 
certain persons who were not parties to the action. It was now con- 
tended on the part of the defendant that the order, so far as it related to 
accounts of persons not parties to the action, was bad. Under ord. 37, r. 
7 (R. 8. C., 1883) which said that ‘‘the court or a judge may, in any 
cause or matter ut any stage of the proceedings, order the attendance of 
any person for the purpose of producing any writings or other documents 
named in the order which the court or judge may think fit to be pro- 
duced,’’ it had been held that, if there was power to order the production 
of documents of persons not parties to the action, it was a power which 
required to be exercised with extreme caution: Central News Co. v. 
Eastern Telegraph Co. (32 W.R. 493). The object of the Bankers’ Books 
Evidence Act was to relieve bankers; and section 7 was not intended to 
give aright to discovery; if it did give such right, it only did so in- 
cidentally. Further, the power given by the section ought not to be 
exercised on an interlocutory application for inspection like the present. 
It had been held, under ord. 37, r. 7, that there was no power to order 
inspection before the trial of documents in the hands of persons not 
parties to the action: Straker v. Reynolds (37 W. R. 379, 22 Q. B. D. 262). 

Tue Court (MatHew and GrantHAm, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. On 
an application under this section it was the duty of the judge, before he 
made an order, to satisfy himself that the entries sought to be inspected 
and copied would be admissible as evidence at the trial. If he was 
satisfied of this, it did not seem that a successful resistance’to production 
could be maintained, even though the order might include the disclosure 
of accounts of persons who were not parties tothe action. Therefore the 








order was properly made, and must be affirmed.—Covunssg1, Herbert Reed ; 
T. L. Wilkinson. Soxtcrrors, Greenop ¢ Sons; Beall § Co, 


McGRAH +, CARTWRIGHT—May 7. 
Practice—AprrgaLs rrom Country Courts—JupGr’s Notes—Covunty Court 
Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), s. 121—R. 8. C., LIX., 13, 17. 

On an appeal being called on in this case from the county court, the 
court requested to be supplied with the county court judge’s notes, as no 
copies had been lodged with the Crown Office officials. It was contended 
that it was the duty of the master of the Crown Office to procure copies of 
the notes under ord. 59, r. 13. In default, the counsel for the appellant 
proffered a copy of the notes supplied to him signed by the judge. 

Tue Covrt (Fretp and Cave, JJ.) held that ord. 59, r. 13, was impliedly 
repealed by section 121 of the County Courts Act, 1888, and that it was a 
condition precedent to the appeal that the appellant should supply the 
court with copies of the judge’s notes of the cases. The practice follows 
that of appeals to the Court of Appeal under ord. 59, r.17. Under the 
circumstances the court consented to hear the appeal, but their action was 
not to be taken as a precedent now that warning to parties had been given 
of the proper practice.—CovunsgL, Morton Smith ; Anderton. Soxicrrors, 
Greaves, Sheffield; Kime § Hammond, for Blackhurst, Preston. 





Bankruptcy Cases, 
Ex parte STONE, Re GILES—Q. B. Div., 16th May. 


Bankrvurtcy— Proor— UNiiauipaTeD DAmMaGges— MISREPRESENTATION BY 
Dentors on Purcuase or Depenturrs—Bankrvptcy Act, 1883, s. 37. 


In this case the appellant sought to prove against the estate of the 
debtor for the sum of £200 paid by him for certain debentures in a water- 
works company, which he had been induced to take by misrepresentation 
in a prospectus issued by the directors of the said company, of whom the 
debtor was one. A receiving order was made against the debtor on May 
16, 1888, and judgment in an action brought agaiust him in the Chancery 
Division in consequence of the misrepresentation was obtained by the 
present appellant on August 8, 1888. A proof for the £200 in question 
tendered by the appellant against the debtor’s estate was disallowed by 
the county court judge, from whose decision the present appeal was 
brought, it being contended that upon the cases of Jack v. Kipping (9 
Q. B. D. 113) and Ez parte Adamson, Ke Collie (8 Ch. D. 807) proof ought 
to be allowed. 

Tue Court (Fretp and Cave, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. Fre.p, J., 
said that section 37 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, was clear, and it said 
that ‘‘ Demands in the nature of unliquidated damages arising otherwise 
than by reason of a contract, promise, or breach of trust shall not be 
provable in bankruptcy.’’ In the cases relied upon, the obligation arose 
out of a contract of sale, and if, in the present case, there had been any 
contract with the bankrupt himself, and under such circumstances there 
had been a material misrepresentation, the cases would apply. They did 
not apply to the present case. Cave, J., concurred, and said that both 
the cases cited rested on the principle that if a man was guilty of a fraud, 
and by that means got into his own pocket the money of the person who 
had been defrauded, that person might prove for the amount which had 
thus come into the hands of the fraudulent party. That principle did 
not apply to the present case. The benefit of the fraud had not gone 
into the pocket of the directors, but to the company. The proof was in 
respect of unliquidated damages not arising from a contract, promise, 
or breach of trust. In was not provable inasmuch as the judgment was 
obtained after the receiving order had been made.—CounseEL, Poley ; 
Searlett. Soxicrrors, EB. Kimber ; J. C. Button § Co. 


Ex parte CHIEF OFFICIAL RECEIVER, Re SPALDING & HODGE.— 
Q. B. Div., 17th May. 


Bankruptcy — Ixjunction — APPLICATION TO RESTRAIN ACTION AGAINST 
Dentor’s Firm—JvRIsDICTION. 


This was .n application by the official receiver to continue an interim 
injunction which had been granted by the registrar, restraining a former 
agent of the debtors from proceeding further with an action which had 
been commenced in the Supreme Court of the Colony of Victoria. In 
1885 the debtor’s firm, which then consisted of four persons, entered into 
an agreement in London with one Barbour, that he should act as their 
agent in Australia. In August, 1886, Barbour was dismissed from the 
service of the firm, and he thereupon commenced an action in Australia for 
breach of agreement. On June 19, 1887, the senior partaer died and his 
son was taken into the business. On March 18, 1889, a receiving order 
was raade against the firm, and the official receiver applied for an order to 
restrain the action which had been so commenced. On behalf of the 
agent the objection was taken that, even assuming that the court hada 
general jurisdiction to restrain! an action brought out of England, it had 
no power to do so in the present case, since the action was not brought 
against the debtors alone, but against the debtors and a third party. 

Cave, J., refused the application. His lordship said that he was not 
satisfied that if he stayed the proceedings he should not be interfering 
with the position of the creditor. His position ought not to be made 
worse as to his remedies against the deceased partner or against the 
sureties who had given a bond as security for the damages in the action. 
The power ought not to be exercised to place a creditor under any such 
disability, but only where the creditor would have his rights unimpaired 
and where it would save expense. In the present case it was extremely 
doubtiul whether the rights of the plaintiff would not be interfered with, 
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or whether any expense would be saved.—Covnset, Muir Mackenzie ; 
B.C, Willis, Q.C. Soxtcrrons, Ashurst, Morris, § Crispe; Murray, 
Hutchins, § Stirling. 


Ex parte DUNN, Re BROCKELBANK—O. A. No. 1, 3rd May. 


BANKRUPTCY—DIscHARGE Or BANKRUPT—MISDEMEANOUR UNDER Part 2 
or Dentors Act, 1869—Banxrvurtcy (DiscHarce AND CxiosurE) Act, 
1887 (50 & 51 Vict. c. 66), s. 2. 

A question arose in this case as to the effect of the proviso at the end 
of sub-section 3 of section 2 of the Bankruptcy (Discharge and Closure) Act, 
1887. Section 2 provides: (1) ‘‘ A debtor who has been adjudged bankrupt, 
or whose affairs have been liquidated by arrangement under the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1869, or any previous Bankruptcy Act, and who has not 
obtained his discharge, may apply to the court for an order of discharge, 
and thereupou the court shall appoint a day for hearing the application in 
open court.”” (3) ‘*On the hearing of the application the court may hear 
any creditor, and may put such questions to the debtor and receive such 
evidence as the court thinks fit, and, on being satisfied that the notice 
required by this section has been duly sent and published, may either 
grant or refuse the order of discharge or suspend the operation of the 
order for a specified time, or grant the order of discharge subject to any 
conditions with respect to any earnings or income which may afterwards 
become due to the debtor, or with respect to his after-acquired property ; 
provided, that the court shall refuse the discharge in all cases where the 
court is satisfied by evidence that the debtor has committed any mis- 
demeanour under part 2 of the Debtors Act, 1869, or any amendment 
thereof.”” Section 13, which isia part 2 of the Debtors Act, 1869, pro- 
vides that ‘‘ any person shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanour ”’ (tn¢er 
alia) ‘if in incurring any debt or liability he has obtained credit under 
false pretences, or by means of any other fraud.’”’ In the present case 
Brockelbank was adjudicated a bankrupt under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, 
on the 22nd of February, 1878. He did not obtain an order of discharge 
before the passing of the Bankruptcy (Discharge and Closure) Act, 1887, 
but in March, 1889, he applied to the court under that Act for his dis- 
charge. Some of his creditors under the bankruptcy opposed the appli- 


cation, on the ground that the bankrupt had committed a misdemeanour | 
In 1882, after the adjudication of | 


under part 2 of the Debtors Act, 1869. 
bankruptcy, the bankrupt had been convicted of obtaining goods by false 
pretences, and sentenced to six years penal servitude. There was 
evidence that he never had paid for the goods which he had thus 
obtained. The registrar was of opinion that under the proviso to sub- 
section 3 he could not take into consideration an offence committed by 
the bankrupt after the bankruptcy, and having no connection with the 
property of the bankrupt distributable among his creditors in the bank- 
1uptcy, and his Honour granted the discharge. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Linpiey and Lorgs, L.JJ.) 
affirmed the decision. Lord Esner, M.R., said that the Legislature 
had used language of the widest possible kind, so wide that if the full 
literal meaning were given to it it would produce grave injustice and con- 


sequences so enormous that the mind of any reasonable man must revolt | 


from them. Whenever the language of the Legislature would produce 
such consequences the court had over and over again said that the Legis- 
lature could not have intended to produce such results, without any 
express words, by merely general words. The necessary consequence of 
taking the words of this proviso in their grammatical meaning would be 
that, if a boy of thirteen got credit for his toys or his cakes by false 
pretences, and forty years afterwards, when he had become a man and 
had conducted his business with the greatest propriety, if by some mis- 
fortune not under bis control he became subject to the bankruptcy law, 


the court would be bound to inquire into this offence of his boyhood and to | 


refuse his discharge if it were proved. That would be revolting injustice, 


and the Legislature could not have intended such a thing. Some limit, | 


therefore, must be put upon the general words with reference to the sub- 
ject matter treated of, and, considering that the court was the Court of 
Bankruptcy, and was making inquiries in a bankruptcy proceeding, the 
general words ‘‘in all cases’? must be limited by reading them, not in 
all cases in which the court was satisfied that the bankrupt had com- 
mitted an offence under the Debtors Act, but in all cases connected with, 
or arising out of, the bankruptcy in question. That limitation would 
exclude matters which had taken place long before the bankruptcy, and 
had no connection with it, and would also exclude offences committed 
after the adjudication, and in respect of which the creditors could not 
come in under the bankruptcy. The registrar was right in saying that 
he was not bound to refuse the discharge. Linptey and Lorgs, L.JJ., 
concurred.—CounsgEL, Sidney Woolf. Soxtcrror, C, A. Clulow. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
CURWEN v. MILBURN—North, J., 18th May. 


Souicrror AND Crrent—Costs —TAxaT1oN—Lign ON Cirgnt’s Documents— 
STATUTE*BARRED IrEmMs—ACKNOWLEBDGMENT. 


A question arose in this case whether, on a taxation of costs at the in- 
stance of a client, the taxing master ought to have taxed items in the bill 
which were, in his opinion, barred by the Statute of Limitations; and 
there was the further question, whether there had been a sufficient 
acknowledgment by the client to take the case out of the statute. The 
client obtained the order for taxation upon an originating summons 
issued by himself as plaintiff against the solicitor as defendant, instead 
of by an ordinary petition of course, and the summons did not con- 
tain the submission by the client (which would have been contained in 





a petition of course) to pay what should be found due on the taxation. 
The defendant had acted for the plaintiff for many years, but ultimately 
the plaintiff became dissatisfied with him, and, on the 16th of June, 1888, 
he instructed other solicitors and signed a written authority addressed to 
them. By this document he authorized and requested them ‘“ to obtain 
and receive’? from the defendant ‘“‘ all deeds and documents in the posses- 
sion, custody, or power’’ of the defendant “‘ belonging to me, or in any 
way relating to my manor of P., and also all other deeds, &c., in the 
possession, custody, or power” of the defendant ‘ belonging to me or in 
any way relating to the lands, tenements, hereditaments, matters, actions, 
things, and premises in which I am in any way interested, and of which”’ 
the defendant ‘‘ bas the possession, custody, or poweras solicitor for me, 
and also to obtain and receive’’ from the defendant ‘‘ an account of his 
dealings and transactions with my lands, tenements, hereditaments, 
matters, actions, things, and premises since he was appointed my solicitor 
many years ago, or for such other period as you may think fit. AndI 
hereby authorize and request ’’ the defendant ‘‘to deliver up to you all 
such deeds, books, papers, and documents as aforesaid, and such account 
as aforesaid.’”” The new solicitors thereupon wrote to the defendant, 
sending him a duplicate of the above written authority. And they said: 
“Tf you claim to have any lien upon the deeds, &c., of our client, we 
request that you will be good enough to deliver us full particulars thereof 
without delay.’’ Some correspondence followed, in the course of which 
the defendant wrote: ‘‘ Does your client require my bill of costs from the 
date when I became his sole agent ?’’ To this the new solicitors replied on 
the 26th of June :—‘‘ Our client only requires you to deliver particulars 
of any unsettled bill of costs you may have against him. We suppose 
all other bills of costs and items of account will appear in your ledger or 
cash accounts, which we require. We again ask you for an early appoint- 
ment for delivery up of our client’s deeds, books, papers, and documents.”’ 
On the 4th of July the originating summons was issued, asking for an 
order for the deiivery of the defendant's bills of costs and their reference 
for taxation, and the delivery up of the plaintiff's deeds and documente. 
On the 31st of July an order was made on the summons (on the plaintiff's 
undertaking to pay any additional costs occasioned by his having 
proceeded by originating summons instead of by petition of course) for the 
delivery to the plaintiff by the defendant of ‘‘a bil of his fees and dis- 
bursements in all suits, causes, or other matters of business”’ in which he 

had been employed as the plaintiff's solicitor, and that it be referred to 
the taxing master to tax and settle the bill. The order provided for the 
| delivery up of the plaintiff’s documents on payment by hii into court of 
a sum of £350 to satisfy the lien claimed by the defendant, but without 
| prejudice to the defendant’s lien. In taxing the defendant’s bill under 
| this order the taxing master struck out certain items, without entering 
into the propriety of the amounts, on the ground that they were statute 
barred. ‘The defendant delivered the following objections to the taxa- 
tion :—*‘‘ (1) Because the defendant had a lien for his costs, and such lien 
is not affected by the Statute of Limitations; (2) because the correspond- 
ence, especially the letter of the 26th of June, amounts to an acknowledg- 
| ment from which a promise to pay must be inferred sufficient to take the 
case out of the statute.’’ The taxing master gave the following answers 
to the objections : —‘* The question of lien is not one for the taxing master, 
and does not render it incumbent upon him to tax a bill barred by the 
statute, or open to valid objection of any other description than that of 
amount. No evidence has been produced which, in my opinion (based 
upon the cases to which my attention has been directed), is sufficient to 
take the disallowed items out of the statute.’’ The taxing master, by his 
certificate, stated that, in pursuance of the order for taxation, he had 
‘‘taxed and settled the bill of fees thereby directed to be taxed and settled 
at the sum of £204 11s. 9d.” And, after allowing for moneys received 
by the defendant from or on account of the plaintiff, and payments made 
by him to or on account of the plaintiff, and for the costs of the reference, 
the master certified that a sum of £25 18s. 2d. remained due from the 
| defendant to the plaintiff. The defendant took out a summons to review 
| the taxation, and it was urged on his behalf that, if the items in question 
| were statute barred, the master ought to have taxed them, or, at any rate, 
| to have stated the facts specially, for that otherwise his certificate, finding 
| that only a certain sum was due in respect of the bill which he had been 
| directed to tax, would seriously prejudice his lien on the plaintiff's docu- 
| ments in respect of the statute-barred items, and might prevent him from 
| enforcing it, and that he would have no answer to an application for 
| delivery up of the plaintiff's documents. It was also argued, on the 
| authority of Quincey v. Sharpe (1 Ex. D. 72), Skeet v. Lindsay (2 Ex. D, 
314), and Banner v. Berridge (18 Ch. D, 254), that the letter of the 26th 

of June amounted to an acknowledgment sufficient to take the case out of 
the statute. 

Noxtn, J., held that the letter of the 26th of June contained a sufficient 
acknowledgment of debt to take the statute-barred items out of the 
statute. He could not distinguish the case from Quincey v. Sharpe and 
Skeet v. Lindsay. ‘The rule was laid down by Mellish, L.J., in Mitchell's 
claim (L. R. 6 Ch., at p. 828) thus:—‘‘ There must be one of these three 
things to take the case out of the statute. Either there must be an 
acknowledgment of the debt, from which a promise to pay is to be 
implied, or, secondly, there must be an unconditional promise to pay the 
debt, or, thirdly, there must be a conditional promise to pay the debt, and 
evidence that the condition has been performed.’’ Supposing the letter 
had been written by the client himself, the question would have been, 
whether it contained an admission of a debt from which a promise to pay 
must be implied. The main object of the writers was to get the client’s 
documents delivered over, ana to have them delivered over at once. 
The letter contained a request for the delivery of ‘particulars of any 
unsettled bill of costs,’’ and his lordship could see nothing to indicate that 
the writers meant only bills since the last account had been sent in, He 
did not think that was the meaning. He thought the meaning was, any 
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bills of costs which were unsettled. If the letter had been written by 
the plaintiff himself, his lordship thought that, though it would not have 
prevented him from having the bills taxed, it would have prevented him 


from setting up the Statute of Limitations. His lordship thought it made | 


no difference that the acknowledgment was made by the solicitors instead 
of by the client himself. They had authority to settle whatever claims 
the defendant might have upon the documents; they were authorized 
to ack for the particulars necessary to shew what the defendant's lien 
was, He thought they had their clients’ authority to make such an 
acknowledgment, and his lordship could not distinguish the case from 
those already mentioned. He could see no discrepancy between these 
cases and Green v. Humphreys (26 Ch. D. 474). The master ought, there- 


fore, to have taxed the items in question. He should not like to decide | 


without argument that, under the common order to tax, the master would 
be right in disallowing without taxation all items in a bill of costs which 
were statute barred. The question did not arise in the present case, for it 
was clear the parties intended to have a taxation for the purpose of 
determining what the solicitor’s lien was.—Counset, Swinfen Eudy ; Cozens- 
Hardy, Q.C., and Ashton Cross. Soxrrcrrors, Wood & Wootton ; Speechley 
§ Co. 


Re A SOLICITOR, Ex parte INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY—C. A. No. 1, | 


20th May. 
Soxrrcrror ConvicTED or Fetony—DIsciPLinary JURISDICTION OF CovRT. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Pollock, B., 
and Manisty, J.), reported ante, p. 441. The solicitor in question, who 
acted as clerk to a firm of solicitors, embezzled various sums received by 
him on their account, amounting to £175. He confessed the offence, and 
the matter was brought by the Law Society before the Lord Chief Justice 
and Manisty J., when, as he expressed his contrition and voluntarily 
undertook to set apart a portion of his salary in the situation in which he 


then was in repayment of the amount he had taken, the court considered | 


that he would be sufficiently punished by being suspended for eighteen 
months, and expressed a hope that his employers would not take any 
further steps in the matter. They, however, prosecuted him for the 
offence, and he was convicted of embezzlement and sentenced to six 
months’ imprisonment. Upon this the Law Society brought the convic- 


an adequate punishment to be passed on all the facts. No doubt the 
Law Society were right in appealing from their decision, as they wished to 
get the judgment of the Court of Appeal on the question whether a con- 
viction must be followed as a matter of course by striking off the rolls. It 
; was true that fifty-four years ago the practice was for the court to decline 
to deal in a disciplinary way with such cases as were in their nature 
criminal until a conviction had been obtained. There were, no doubt, 
difficulties in both ways, but for his own part he thought that the best 
rule had been that prevalent so long ago. But the practice the other way 
had become inveterate, and could not now be interfered with. If, 
however, the contention of the Law Society were correct, it would 
| follow that in every case where a defrauded employer or angry client 
thought that the punishment imposed by the Queen’s Bench upon 
the solicitor was insufficient, he would only have to prosecute him to 
conviction in order to force the hand of the court and compel them to strike 
him off the rolls. It had been said, with great truth, that there would be 
a public scandal if an attorney who had been convicted were allowed to 
remain on the rolls. No doubt it was undesirable that he should do so ; 
but for more than half acentury there had been no such case as this, which 
| shewed that nothing like a widespread or general public scandal could have 
| arisen. When the attorney was suspended his name was mentioned ; the 
scandal was, therefore, then as public and as great as when his name 
| became afterwards known on his conviction. It would be wrong, there- 
| fore, to int_rfere with the decision of two courts of the Queen’s Bench 
| Division exercising their disciplinary powers over one of its own officers. 

Linpuey, L.J., said he protested against the contention that a solicitor 
| must, as a matter of course, be struck off the rolls if he were convicted of 
felony. Felonies differed widely in magnitude and heinousness. But in 
this case, if the matter had come before him in the first instance, he should 
have thought that the solicitor ought not to have remained on the rolls. 
He would not, however, differ from bis colleagues and the Divisional 
Court, though he thought it his duty to express the view he would have 
taken had the matter been res integra. Lorrs, L.J., concurred in the 
judgment of the Lord Chief Justice, but he was far from saying that if 
the matter had come before him in the first instance he would not have 
then struck the solicitor off the rolls —CounsgL, Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., 
and Hollams; Bigham, Q.C., and Hon. Bernard Co'cridge. Soutcrroxs, 
| E. W. Williamson ; Goldberg § Langdon. 








tion before a divisional court (Pollock, B., and Manisty, J.), and submitted | 


that they had no option but to strike the solicitor off the rolls, as he had | 


been convicted of felony. The court, however, considered that he had 


already been sufficiently punished for the offence by being suspended for | 


eighteen months, and that it would be illogical to inflict any further 
punishment. The Incorporated Law Society appealed, contending that it 
was an inflexible rule that a solicitor who had been convicted of felony 
should be struck off the rolls, and that this was not by way of punish- 


ment, but in order to protect the publie and the honour of the profession, | 


Tue Covrt (Lord Corerines, C.J., and Linpiey and Lores, L.JJ.) dis- 


missed the appeal, with costs. Lord CoLrertner, C.J., said that few of the | 


powers of the court were more important to the public than the dis- 


ciplinary power vested in them to keep order and a strong hand over the | 


conduct of officers of the court. If he thought that he was sanctioning 
any laxity of procedure or injuring the public who were suitors at the 
courts he would have hesitated long before he pronounced the judgment 
which he now gave. The case, although no doubt delicate and difficult, 
was not of general importance. The Law Society had most properly on 
the first occarion brought the conduct of the solicitor before the Queen’s 
Bench Division. On ail the circumstances of the case Manisty, J., and 
himself held that a sentence of eighteen months’ suspension was sufficient 
to mark the sense of the court, as a disciplinary tribunal, of his condact. 


It had appeared then that the solicitor had himself confessed his mis- | 
conduct, and was thus the author of his own disgrace. He had obtained | 


another situation, and was most willing to set apart a large proportion of 
his salary in repayment of the money he had taken. Under those circum- 
stances that punishment seemed to be sufficient. Perhaps that decision 
was wrong, but there was no appeal against it. It was eaid that there 
could be no appeal from that decision, but he did not feel certain as to 
that. At any rate there had been no appeal, and that decision therefore 
stood. The court at the time that decision was given expressed the 
hope that the matter might end there; but the solicitor’s employers, 
acting no doubt within their rights, had disregarded that intima- 


tion, and had pressed the matter to a conviction. Neither | 


the Queen’s Bench Division nor the Law Society could prevent 
them from taking this course, and he was convicted and sentenced, 
Then the Law Society, acting on what was no doubt an excellent general 
rule, came again before the Queen’s Bench Division and said that, although 
that court had previously inflicted a punishment of eighteen months’ sus- 
pension for this very same offence, yet, because he had now been con- 


victed, they had no choice but to strike him off the rolls. It was obvious | 


that, if it were to be laid down as an absolute rule that in every case of a 
conviction for felony striking off the rolls must follow as a matter of 
course, the rule would break down at once. There were some felonies 


which were infinitely disgraceful, but there were others which an honour. | 
able man might commit without suffering any stain to his honour. He | 
must be punished if he did so, because the law must be vindicated, but he | 


would not be unfit to associate with his fellow men, or to be trusted with 
their property or their confidence. A mere conviction for felony, there- 
fore, was not sufficient, but the court must look at the circumstances of 
the conviction in each case. In this case there was no single fact which 
had not been brought to the attention of the court when the matter first 


came before it except that he had since been convicted of the offence. His | 
| Mental of the firm of Messrs. Hall & 


moral guilt was precisely the same as before. The court, after hearing the 
case fully, had adhered to ihe view that eighteen months’ suspension was 


SOLICITORS STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 


May 9.—GezorcE Epwarp Brock (Norwich). 
May 18.—AntTuony Fawcerr Peacock (Norfolk-street, Strand, London). 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
RESULTS AT THE FINAL HONOURS EXAMINATION, 


| Fifty-six candidates presented themselves, of whom 35 succeeded, 11 

being placed in the Ist class, 10 in the second, and 14 in the 3rd. 
Mr. CF. Rowse.t, who gained the Clement’s-inn and Daniel Reardon 

| prizes, was articled with Mr. Archibald Scott Lawson, of London. 
|. Mr. R W. Anprews, the winner of the Clifford’s-inn prize, was articled 
| to Mr. Henry Potter, of Farnham, shortly after completing his education 
at Farnham Grammar School. He served his articles in the country till 
November, 1888, and after a few weeks’ experience with town agents 
joined a four months’ class held by a well-known ‘‘ coach.”” He did not 
attend any of the lectures held by the Incorporated Law or other societies. 

Mr. J. 8S. Wiixrnsoy, articled to Mr. John Kidney, of Leicester, who 
gained the New-inn prize, was educated at Gaiusborough Grammar 
School. He was not ‘‘ coached” for the examination, but attended this 
session’s lectures at the Law Society, and at the examinations in connec- 
tion therewith was placed first in Conveyancing and Common Law 
(Evidénce) 

Mr. A. Sewart, who was placed fourth, was articled with Messrs, 
Hall & Marshall, of Lancaster. He was born at Guernsey, and was 
educated at private schools. He was ‘“‘coached’’ for four months pre- 
viously to the Final, but did not attend any of the lectures of the society. 
| Mr. Stewart is a member of the Legal Correspondence Society of the 
United Law Society. 





THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honovrs EXAMINATION. 
April, 1859. 

At the examination for Honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
‘mended the following gentlemen as being entitled to honorary distinc- 

tion :— 


First Crass. 
{In order of Merit. } 

Charles Frederick Rowsell, who served his clerkship with Mr. Archibald 
| Scott Lawson, of London. 
| Richard William Andrews, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
| Potter, of the firm of Messrs. Potter & Crundwell, of Farnham; and 
Messrs. Johnson, Weatherall, & Sturt, of London, braced with 

John Stanser Wilkinson, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Kidney, 
| of Leicester ; and Messrs. Burn & Berridge, of London. 
Allan Sewart, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Whaley 
Marshall, of Lancaster; and 


Messrs. Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, of London. 
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Harry Poole, who served his clerkship with Mr. Joseph Knight, of 
Newcastle-under- Lyme. 

James Henry Hallsworth, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Clegg, of Oldham. 

Herbert Graham Walters, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Gush, Phillips, Walters, & Williams, of London. 

James Reynolds, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Albert 
Bannister, of London. 

Arthur Heywood Charlesworth, who served his clerkship with Mr. Johu 
William Addleshaw, of the firm of Messrs. Addleshaw & Warburton, of 
Manchester. 

Frederick William Steel, who served his clerkship with Mr. Samuel 
Sandeman, of Accrington. 

Herbert James Whittell Holt, who served his clerkship with the late 
Mr. William Edward Holt, and with Mr. Arnold William Whittell Holt, 
of London. 


SrconD Crass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 


George Walter Bower, who served his clerkship with Mr. Peter De Laude 
Long, of the firm of Messrs. Long & Gardiner, of London. 

Walter Sampson Bunting, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Flux, of the firm of Messrs. Flux, Son, & Oo., of London. 

John Austin Cobb, who served his clerkship with Mr. George John 
Braikenridge, of London. 

Edward Victor Crooks, who served his clerkship with Mr. James William 
Alsop, of the firm of Messrs. Harvey, Alsop, Stevens, & Harvey, of Liver- 

ool. 

William Swann Fisher, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward Lash- 
ford Cave, of Bromyard. 

Herbert Sterland Gratton, who served his clerkship with Mr. Richard 
Thomas Gratton, of Chesterfield; and Messrs. Field, Roscoe, & Oo., of 
London. 

Wilfred Moss, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alfred Howard Burgess, 
of Leicester. 

Frank Shakespeare Pearson, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Joseph 
Bennett Clarke & Co., of Birmingham; and Mr. Henry Tyrrell, of 
London. 

Ernest Ward, who served his clerkship with Mr. Joseph Rowlands, of 
Birmingham, 

Harold Wilson, who served his clerkship with Mr. George William 
Binns; and with Mr. Bedford John Marsh, both of London. 





Turrp Crass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 
William Percy Bourne, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Wood, of Southam. 
George Arthur Buxton Carr, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 


Warburton, of London. 
John Oaunce Linney Oaunce, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 


PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION, 


The following candiates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 1st and 2nd of May, 


1889 :— 

Addison, George 
Andrews, John Douglas 
Atkinson, Thomas 
Bedford, James 

Blakely, Wallace William 


Hutchinson, Georg» 
Ingle, Frank Seaton 
Johnson, Fred 

Jones, Edwin Harold 
Jones, Harold Walter 


Boucher, Humphrey Bowen TrevelyanJones, Tom Booth 


Bowdler, John Charles Henry 
Bradbury, Charles Alfred 
Bray, Allen 

Campbell, Kenneth Hallyburton 
Clarke, Walrond Bernard 
Clayhills, James Menzies 
Clayton, Charles 

Cockayne, Francis Ernest 
Cole, Frank 

Coleman, Edward 

Cook, Edmund Ralph 
Cuddon, Matthew George Edward 
Davies, John Daniel 

Dixon, Robert Ellis 

Drewry, William James 
Easton, John Page 

Edmonds, Robert Cecil 
Edwin, Stanley Philip 
Falwasser, John Frederick 
Fenner, Leonard Pleasants 
Flower, Ralph Wickham 
Frank, Charles Clark 
Freeman, Henry Stonhewer 
Garsed, David 


| Garstang, Arthur Harold 


Gedge John Augustus 
Gould, Reginald Claude 
Graham, John Montgomery 
Gray, Charles Haddon 
Gurney, Arthur Smeeton 
Hall, Albert Edward 
Hansard, Alfred 

Harris, Henry Blackwall 
Harris, Richard Granville 
Harris, Samuel Smith 
Hodgkinson, Henry 
Hollebone, Oswald Frederick 


Larkman, Henry Robert 

Lay, Tudor 

Lightfoot, John Prideaux Weston 
MacGregor, Malcolm John 
Mack, Charles 

Marshall, Arthur Edward Willoughby 
Mayfield, Joseph 

Moodie, Herbert John |.° 
Morison, John 

Newbald, Charles Henry 
Newsom, Sam James 

Norledge, Grosvenor Albert 
Parry, Herbert Gwynne 
Patefield, William . 
Pagh, Archibald John 

Rydon, Henry Walter 

Scott, Archibald Lacy 

Shawe, Wiliam Albert 
Slaughter, Edward Joseph 
Smith, Thomas Edwin 

Swaine, Robert Ooere 

Sword, William Dennistoun 
Syms, Herbert Harrison 
Taylor, Percy Wellington 
Traill, John Knox-Ord 
Walker, Edward Talfourd 
Wallis, Charles 

Warren, Charles Edgar 
Watson, Frederick William 
Weighell, Richard Charles 
Welch, Arthur 

Whipham, Harry Roland 
White, Reginald John 
Wigglesworth, Francis William 
Wolfenden, Robert 

Woodcock, William Stanley 











Appleton, of the firm of Messrs. Wright & Appleton, of Wigan. 

Frank Davis, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edmund Dutton, of the 
firm of Messrs. Stone & Co., of Leicester; and Messrs. Field, Roscoe, & 
Co., of London. 

William Henry Finchett, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
Moss, of Chester. 

George Cooke Gilberthorpe, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Witham, of Ripon ; and Messrs. Williamson, Hill, & Co., of London. 

Albert De Castro Glubb, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Lyne Glubb, of Liskeard. 

Henry Martyn Jenkins, who served his clerkship with Mr. Warren 
Williams Arrowsmith Tree, of Worcester; aud Messrs. Ford & Ford, of 
London. 

Frederick Richard Becher Leacroft, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Edwin Docker ; and with Mr. Charles Upfill Jagger, both of Birmingham. 

William Henry Martin, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Marshall Hole, of Tiverton. 

Henry Mawson, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Joseph Robinson, of the firm of Messrs. H. W. Collins, Robinson, & Co., 
of Liverpool. 

Charles Edward Ogilvie, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edward 
Latter, of the firm of Messrs. Latter & Willett, of Bromley ; and Messrs. 
Janson, Cobb, Pearson, & Co., of London. 

Charles Joel Smart, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert Cresswell 
Burrows, of the firm of Messrs. Ellison & Burrows, of Cambridge. 

Arthur Charles Williams, who served his clerkship with Mr. Arthur 
Hepburn Hastie, of London. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Rowsell—prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn— 
value 10 guineas; and the Daniel Reardon prize—value about 25 guineas. 

To Mr. Andrews—prize of the Honourable Society of Olifford’s-inn— 
value 10 guineas. 

To Mr. Wilkinson—prize of the Honourable Society of New Inn—value 
10 guineas. 

To Mr. Sewart, Mr. Poole, Mr. Hallsworth, Mr. Walters, Mr. Reynolds, 
Mr. Charlesworth, Mr. Steel, and Mr. Holt—prizes of the Incorporated 
Law Society—value 5 guineas each. 

The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

Fifty-six candidates attended the examination, 


PENDING LEGISLATION. 


LIMITATION OF CLAIMS TO SUCCESSION DUTY OR LEGACY 
DUTY IN CERTAIN CASES, 
The following are the clauses of the Customs and Inland Revenue Bill 
to which we referred last week :— 
12. Purchasers and mortgagees exempted from liability to succession duty after 
a specified period.| (1) Notwithstauding the forty-second section of the 
| Succession Duty Act, 1853, or any other provision contained in that Act, 
| real property, or any estate or interest therein, shall not, as against a 
purchaser for valuable consideration, or a mortgagee, remain charged 
| with or liable to payment of any sum for succession duty or duty herein- 
before imposed by this part of this Act, after the expiration of siz years 
| from the date of notice to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue of the 
| fact that the successor, or any person in his right or on his behalf, has 
| become entitled in possession to his succession or to the receipt of the 
income and profits thereof, or from the date of the first payment by such 
successor or person of any instalment or part of the duty; or, in the 
absence of any such notice or payment, after the expiration of twelve years 
| from the happening of the event (whether before or after the passing of 
| this Act) which gave rise to an immediate claim to such duty, or if such 
| period of twelve years expires within six years from the date of the passing 
of this Act, then after the expiration of six years from the last-mentioned 
date. 

(2.) The duty (if any) unpaid at the expiration of such period of six 
years, or of twelve years or six years as the case may be, shall be payable 
and paid by the successor or the persons mentioned as accountable in 
section forty-four of the said Act, other than the purchaser or mortgagee, 

and shall become charged substitutively upon any other estate or interest 
| comprised in the succession of the successor remaining vested in him, or 
| in any person in his right or on his behalf, other than the purchaser or 
mortgagee, and in case of a mortgage upon the equity of redemption. 
| (3) Lhie section is not to lessen or affect any liability of any successor 
| or accountable person, other than the purchaser or mortgagee, to pay- 
| ment of duty, whether out of money received on any sale or mortgage, or 
| otherwise ; but a purchaser or mortgagee shall not, for the purpose of 
| obtaining the exemption conferred by this section, be bound to see that 
the duty is discharged out of the money or other consideration paid or 
given as the consideration for the sale or mortgage. 
| 13. Power to deposit copies of documents and liability to duty to cease after 
| specified period.] (1.) Any person may cause an attested copy (which shall 
ibe exempt from stamp duty) of any document which creates a liability for 
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payment of any succession duty, or duty herein-before imposed by this 
part of this Act, other than a testamentary document admitted to probate, 
to be deposited with the Commissioners of Inland Revenue at their 
principal office in London, Edinburgh, or Dublin, as the case may require, 
and such copy shall be received at that office. 

(2) The officer of the Commissioners receiving the copy shall, on request 
of the person making the deposit, and either by indorsement on the 
original document or otherwise, give a receipt in writing under his hand 
for the copy. 

(3) After a receipt has been given by an officer for a copy of a document 
under this section, no person shall be liable for payment of any duty 
under such document after the expiration of siz years from the date of 
notice to the Commissioners of the fact which gives rise to an immediate 
claim to such duty. 

(4) The costs of depositing a copy of a document and obtaining a 
receipt under this section shall be deemed costs duly incurred by a trustee, 
executor, or administrator, or any other person in the execution of his 
duties as trustee, executor, or administrator, or otherwise, under the 
document. 

14. Liability to duty under documents admitted to probate to cease after a 
specified period.| No person shall, under a testamentary document ad- 
mitted to probate, or under letters of administration, or under a con- 
firmation, be liable for payment of any legacy duty or succession duty, or 
duty hereinbefore imposed by this part of this Act, after the expiration 
of siz years from the date of the settlement of the account in respect of 
which the duty is payable, where such account was in all respects a full 
and true account and contained all the facts material to be known by the 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue for the ascertainment of the rate and 
amount of duty. 

15. As to notices under this part of this Act. | Every notice referred to in this 
part of this Act shall be in writing and in such form as the Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue shall prescribe, and shall be delivered or sent in 
duplicate, and an acknowledgment of the receipt thereof, by or on behalf 
of the Commissioners, upon the duplicate shall be forthwith returned to 
the person by whom the notice was delivered or sent. 








TRANSFER OF MEMBERS BETWEEN THE 
BRANCHES OF THE LEGAL PROFESSION IN 
IRELAND. 


On the 17th inst. in the Chancery Court at Dublin (says the 
Freeman’s Jcurnal) before the Lord Chancellor, the adjourned application 





of Mr. John M‘Clean, barrister, to be admitted as a solicitor, came on for 
hearing. Mr. M‘Clean was a barrister of fifteen years’ standing, and one | 
of his brothers, a solicitor, having become a resident magistrate, Mr. | 
M‘Clean was desirous of joining his father’s firm of solicitors, Messrs. 
Boyle & M‘Clean, in Belfast. Mr. Shekleton, Q.C., instructed by Mr. 
W. G. Wakely, solicitor, secretary of the Incorporated Law Society, said | 
that this case stood over for the purpose of ascertaining what the English | 
practice was. Well, they had written the following letter to the Incor- | 
porated Law Society in England on the subject :— 
May 11, 1889. | 
My Dear Sir,—I would be very much obliged if you would let me | 
know by return of post if I am correct in stating that a barrister who | 
desires to become a solicitor in England must first be disbarred, and then | 
enter into articles for three years and pass his final examination. A case | 
came before the Lord Chancellor here to-day of a barrister of fifteen 
years’ standing who had himeelf disbarred last November, and entered | 
into articles for three years, and he applied that the remainder of his ser- 
vice and articles should be dispensed with. This society opposed his 
application, and his counsel stated that in England the practice is that a 
barrister of five years’ standing can be admitted solicitor forthwith on 
passing the final examination and having himself disbarred. I am 
anxious to know whether the Master of the Rollsin England makes orders 
dispensing with any portion of the service of articles of those who have 
been barristers, and what action your society takes in cases similar to 
those I have mentioned. The Lord Chancellor adjourned the hearing of 
the case to-day in order that the council of the society may again consider 
the matter. The council meet on Wednesday, and the case will come on 
again on Thursday nex!.—I remain, yours faithfully, 
W. G. Wake ty. 


The reply received to that letter was as follows :— 
May 13, 1889. 
Dear S1r,—I have your letter of the 11th inst. If you will look at the 
twelfth section of the 40 and 41 Vict. chapter 25, you will find your ques- 
tion fully answered. The effect of it is that a barrister of not less than 
five years’ standing, having been disbarred, may under the provisions of 
the Act be admitted on passing the final examination. Service is, there- 
fore, you will see, dispensed with. You will observe, however, that this 
benefit is statutory, and if it were not for that, a barrister would have to 
serve under articles.—I am, dear Sir, E. W. WIiiamson. 
The Lord Chancellor said the letter was a meagre one, but it was 
clear from it that a barrister of five years’ standing on passing the final 
examiuation would in England be admitted a solicitor forthwith. Now 
Mr. M‘Clean was a barrister of fifteen years’ standing. Mr. Shekleton 
said that his contention was, even under the English statutes service was 
necessary. A resolution had been passed by the council of the society on 


Wednesday last and it was to the following effect :—Resolved—That whilst 
the Incorporated Law Society of Ireland are and have been desirous that 
greater facilities than at present exist should be afforded for effecting 





| of the heart. 


changes from one to the other of the two legal professions, and whilst they 
have readily acquieeced in any orders of the court for the admission of 
barristers to the solicitors’ profession upon short or nominal apprentice. 
ship in cases where the interests of clients, or death, or illness of rela- 
tives, or other special circumstances made such orders necessary or 
reasonable, still, in the apparent absence of a desire on the part of the bar 
for such greater facilities for changing to their profession, and in cases 
where any such circumstances as those referred to do not exist, as in Mr. 
M‘Clean’s case, the council expect that due regard shall be had to the 
statutable requirements, and those requirements shall not be relaxed un- 
less in case of barristers of five years’ standing, and that in such cases the 
applicants be required to serve a period of at least four terms and pass the 
final examinaion before being admitted as solicitors. Mr. J. Moore 
(instructed by Messrs. Boyle and M‘Clean) said that if Mr. M‘Clean was 
a@ eolicitor under the present rules he would be able to become a barrister 
in the time now spent by Mr. M‘Clean as an apprentice. He would be 
able to go through his four terms in the time. e Lord Chancellor said 
he recognized the necessity of a barrister serving some time as an 
apprentice before he was admitted as a solicitor. However, it appeared 
that in England a barrister of five years’ standing could become a solicitor 
on passing the final examination. Now Mr. M‘Clean was a barrister of 
fifteen years’ standing. What he would order was that Mr. M‘Clean, 
having passed the final examination to be held this month, should be 
admitted as a solicitor on the 1st of July. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Roznerrt Moon, barrister, died at Paris on the 23rd ult. after a 
short illness, aged seventy-one. Mr. Moon was the second son of Mr. 
Richard Moon, of Liverpool, and was born in 1817. He was formerly 
fellow of Queen’s College, Cambridge, where he graduated as 8th Wran- 
gler in 1838. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary 
Term, 1844, and he formerly practised in the Court of Chancery. Mr. 
Moon was an honorary fellow of Queen’s College, Cambridge. 


Mr. Ewen Eversuep, solicitor (of the firm of Evershed & Shapland), of 
Brighton, died on the 26th ult. at the age of eighty-three. Mr. Evershed 
was admitted a solicitor in 1827, and he had had for many years a 
considerable practice at Brighton. On the incorporation of Brighton in 
1856 he was elected clerk of the peace for the borough, and he held that 
office until his death. He was in partnership with Mr. Adam Francis 
Terrell Shapland, who has acted for many years as deputy-clerk of the 
peace. At the Brighton Quarter Sessions on the 29th ult, the recorder 
(Judge Gates) expressed his sorrow at Mr. Evershed’s death, and spoke 
of the great value of his long service as clerk of the peace. 


Mr. Henry Suortanp Warts, solicitor, of Yeovil, died on the 22nd ult. 
from typhoid fever. Mr. Watts was born in 1832. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1854, and he had practised for over thirty years at Yeovil, 
being in partnership with Mr. Sidney Watts. He was clerk to the Yeovil 
School Board and to the trustees of Woborne’s Almshouses, and he was a 
perpetual commissioner for Somersetsbire. He formerly held the rank of 
ensign in the Yeovil Rifle Volunteer Corps, and he was for several years 
secretary to the Yeovil Agricultural Society. Mr. Watts was buried on 
the 25th ult. 


The Hon. Wittram Francis Luittieton, barrister, C.M.G., died 
suddenly at Teddesley Park, Staffordshire, on the Ist inst., from disease 
Mr. Littleton was the fourth son of the second Lord 
Hatherton, and was born in 1847. He was educated at Eton and at 
Christ Church, Oxford, where he graduated second class in Law and 
Modern History in 1870, and he was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in Easter Term, 1872. He was private secretary to the late Sir 
Bartle Frere when Governor of the Cape Colony. He was created a Com- 
panion of the Order of St. Michael and St. George in 1880. Mr. Littleton 
was a deputy-lieutenant for Staffordshire. 


Mr. Cotin Rircure McCuymont, barrister, died at his residence, 55, St. 
Jumes’s-square, Notting-hill, on the 4th inst., from inflammation of the 
lungs, after a short illness. Mr. McClymont was the third son of 
Mr. Alexander McClymont, of Stranraer, Wigtownshire, and was 
educated at Balliol College, Oxford, where he graduated second class 
in Classics in 1872, and he also obtained a second class in the B.O.L. 
examination in 1873. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Trinity Term, 1873, and he practised on the North-Eastern Circuit. Mr. 
McClymont had a considerable junior practice both on circuit and in 
London. He was married, in 1873, to the daughter of Mr. William Kerr. 
Mr. McClymont was buried on the 8th inst. 


Mr. Witu1aM Rozerts, solicitor, of Newport and Coleford, died at Oole- 
ford on the lst inst. Mr. Roberts, who was about ninety years old, was 
admitted a solicitor in 1821. He had been for many years registrar of the 
Newport County Conrt (Circuit No. 24), and district registrar under the 
Judicature Acts. About fourteen years ago Mr. Henry John Davis was 
associated with him in that office. His son, Mr. William Roberts, jun., 
was admitted a solicitor in 1848, and practises at Coleford. 


Mr. CurisrorHer Carrer Foortir, solicitor, of Newark, died on the Ist 
inst., after a long illness. Mr. Foottit was born in 1824. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1846, and he had a good practice at Newark. He 
was a perpetual commissioner for Nottinghamshire, and he was for many 
years secretary and solicitor to the Newark Gas Co., clerk to the Com- 
missioners of Taxes, and clerk to the Winthorpe and North Muskham 
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School Boards. He had served the office of mayor of Newark, and he was 
for several years an alderman for the borough. His son, Mr. Frederick 
Bramley Foottit, was admitted a solicitor in 1883, and is now coroner for 
the borough of Newark. Mr. Foottit was buried on the 6th inst. 


Mr. Cuartes Frerertck Hart, jun., solicitor, of Devizes and Trow- 
bridge, died at Devizes on the 12th ult. Mr. Hart was the only son of 
Mr. Charles Frederick Hart, of Devizes, and was born in 1863. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1887, and he had since been in partnership with Mr. 
Charles Atkins Oollins. He was deputy-registrar of the Trowbridge and 
Bradford County Courts (Circuit No. 52), and his firm are joint clerks to 
the magistrates for the Trowbridge Division of Wiltshire. Mr. Hart held 
the rank of lieutenant in the 1st Wiltshire Rifle Volunteers. His pre- 
mature death is widely lamented. He was married a few months ago to 
the daughter of Mr. Robert Hunt, of Longton, Lancashire. Mr. Hart 
was buried at the Devizes Cemetery on the 16th ult. 


Mr. Henry Pottock, formerly a master of the Supreme Court of Judi- 
cature, died at 18, Hanover-terrace, Regent’s-park, on the 15th inst., 
after a long illness. Mr. Pollock was the fifth son of Lord Chief Baron Sir 
Frederick Pollock, and was born in 1826. He was for many years 
associate of the Court of Exchequer, and on the passing of the Judicature 
Act, 1878, he became one of the masters of the Supreme Court. A few 
months ago he retired on account of ill-health. Mr. Pollock was for 
several years treasurer and vice-president of the Royal Institution. He 
was married in 1860 to the third daughter of Mr. Charles Bailey, of 
Lynton, Devonshire, and he leaves one daughter. Mr. Pollock was buried 
at Kensal-green Cemetery on the 20th inst. In the Queen’s Bench 
Division on the 16th inst. Mr. Justice Field said:—‘t We have just re- 
ceived the sad intelligence of the death of Mr. Henry Pollock, formerly 
an officer of this court. Any person brought into contact with him, pro- 
fessionally or socially, must have had the highest possible esteem for his 
integrity and ability. Besides his professional duties as a master, he had 
intrusted to him inquiries and commissions of the greatest delicacy. In 
all these matters, whether in this court or elsewhere, he had invariably 
— the undying esteem of all who had business or other relations with 

im. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Davin Evans, solicitor (of the firm of Howell, Evans, & Gillart), of 
Machynlleth, Aberdovey, and Towyn, has been appointed Deputy- 
Steward of Sir Herbert Watkin Williams Wynn's Montgomeryshire 
Manors. Mr. Evans was admitted a solicitor in 1877. He is registrar of 
the Machynlleth County Court, clerk to the Machynlleth County Court, 
and deputy-coroner for the Machynlleth Division of Montgomeryshire. 


Mr. Harry Spencer AnDreEw Foy, solicitor, of 14, Gresham-street, and 
of Greenwich and Deptford, has been appointed Clerk to the Deptford 
Public Baths and Washhouses Commissioners. Mr. Foy was admitted a 
solicitor in 1885. 


Mr. Joun Stamper Kircuine, solicitor (of the firm of Watts & Kitch- 
ing), of Scarborough, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Epwarp New ann, solicitor, of 3, Duke-street, Adelphi, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 


Mr. Cuartzs Tuomas Beresrorp-Hors, barrister, who has been returned 
a member of the London County Council for the Brixton division of the 
borough of Lambeth, is the second son of the Right Hon. Alexander 
James Beresford-Hope, M.P., of Bedgebury Park, Kent, and was born in 
1855. He was educated at Trinity College, Cambridge, and he was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in May, 1882. He isa member of 
the South-Eastern Circuit. 


The Right Hon. Joun Bram Batrovr, QC., M.P., who has been 
elected Dean of the Faculty of Advocates in Scotland, in succession to 
Lord Kyllachy, is the son of the Rev. Peter Balfour, and was born in 
1837. He was educated at the Edinburgh Academy and at the Univer- 
sity of Edinburgh, and he was admitted a member of the Faculty of 
Advocates in 1861. He was Solicitor-General for Scotland from April, 
1880, till August, 1881, and Lord Advocate from August, 1881, till July, 
1885, dean of the Faculty of Advocates from July, 1885, till January, 
1886, and again Lord Advocate from January till July, 1886. Mr. Balfour 
was created a Queen’s Counsel in 1880. He has been M.P. for Olack- 
mannanshire and Kinrossshire in the Liberal interest since 1880. 


Sir Gzorce Suerston Baxer, Bart., who has been appointed 
Recorder of the Boroughs of Barnstaple and Bideford, in succession to 
Mr. Charles Jerom Murch, resigned, is the second son of Mr. Henry 
Sherston Baker, and was born in 1846. He was called to ths bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1871, and he practises on the 
Western Circuit, and at the Somersetshire, Bath, and Bristol Sessions. 
Sir G. Baker has been recorder of Helston since 1881, and he is on the 
staff of the Weekiy Rerorrer. 


Mr. Henry Witu1AM Parxsr, solicitor, of Cardiff, has been appointed 
a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Cuaries Boorn Barnszs, solicitor (of the firm of Weston & Barnes), 
of Brackley, in the county of Northampton, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. C. T. Wurnney, solicitor, of 10, Old Jewry-chambers, London, E.O., 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS, 
DissoLurTions. 


NicuoLras Were and Joun Pearcucort, solicitors, Plymouth, the said 
John Peatchcott retiring from the business. April 30. [@azette, May 17. 


JoserH Epwarp Turner and Freperick Low, solicitors (Turner & 
Low), 17, King-street, Cheapside, London. May 15. 
(Gazette, May 21. 


GENERAL, 


Lord Herschell has introduced a Bill for codifying the law relating to 
the sale of goods. It endeavours to reproduce as exactly as possible the 
statutory and common law rules relating to the subject, leaving for 
introduction at a later stage any amendments that may seem desirable. 


The St. James’ Gazette says: ‘‘ We are sorry to learn that the subscrip- 
tions to the Sir Henry Maine Memorial still fall a good deal short of the 
amount required to place Mr. Boehm’s medallion in Westminster Abbey. 
That there should be any difficulty in raising a memorial to a man of Sir 
Henry Maine’s distinction is not at all a creditable thing ; and we trust 
that before very long the secretary of the fund (who may be addressed at 
the India Office) will be able to announce that the needful amount has 
been obtained.’’ 


The Calcutta correspondent of the Zimes says that the Chief Justice 
received congratulations on taking his seat on the 15th inst. on behalf of 
the Bar. In reply, Sir W. C. Petheram said it was impossible for him by 
any words to express his feelings of gratitude for the kindness universally 
shewn to him during ;his illness, and the sympathy received, not alone 
from members of the legal profession, but from the general public, 
rendered it impossible to convey in adequate language his grateful 
appreciation. His heart was too full of gratitude to enable him to say 
more. 


There was a delightful scene in Court of Appeal No. 1 on Wednesday. 
Mr. Harcourt, whose name was frequently mentioned during the course of 
the recent appeal by Mrs. Weldon from the judgment of the Divisional 
Court, applied in person to the court, requesting them to withdraw the 
censure which they then passed upon him. Mr. Harcourt addressed the 
Lord Chief Justice in an impassioned manner, and implored him to with- 
draw what he had said. The Lord Chief Justice.—I have no recollection 
of saying anything about you. Who do you think I am? Mr. Har- 
court.—Lord Esher, a judge whom I have always admired, and who has 
one of the greatest minds on the bench. The Lord Ohief Justice.— What 
you say is, no doubt, true, but I am not Lord Esher, and that I certainly 
ought to know. Owing to Mr. Harcourt’s being very deaf the Lord Chief 
Justice was obliged to repeat this several times, but on understanding 
what his lordship said Mr. Harcourt apologized and retired. 


In the House of Lords on the 17th inst. the Earl of Carnarvon in- 
quired of the Lord Chancellor whether it was the intention of her 
Majesty’s Government to introduce any Bill for the appointment 
of a public trustee and executor. The Lord Chancellor said he was 
able to auswer the question of the noble earl in the affirmative. He 
hoped to be able to introduce a Bill to appoint a public trustee. As toa 
public executor, he could not at present answer definitely. The two 
questions were very different, but they were both under the anxious 
consideration of her Majesty’s Government. One of the great advan- 
tages of a public trustee would be his inflexibility. Private trustees only 
too often out of kindness gave way to the importunities of their cestuis que 
trustent, and then subsequently had to pay for their kindness. A public 
trustee would not be open to such pressure, and would absolutely refuse 
to do anything not authorized by law. 


In charging the grand jury at Leeds on the 20th inst. Mr. Justice 
Hawkins said that people would not fail to see through the medium of the 
public papers the great desire there was to relieve judges of the 
necessity of trying quarter sessions prisoners. Having regard to his own 
feelings in the matter, he should not be very sorry to see a Bill brought into 
Parliament to relieve judges from doing anything. Life would then be a 
long holiday. The public, however, would hardly be satisfied with that. 
It was a question whether or not it was so desirable that judges should be 
relieved from the trial of sessions prisoners. He thought that they ought 
not to be. In the case of a new judge who had never practised in a 
criminal court, and had not had the same experience as a chairman of 
quarter sessions, it was well that he should have to try a number of small 
cases before ing to others in which larger sentences were involved. 
It seemed to him that in all cases the old system was the best ; that was to 
say, that the judges should try all prisoners who were in gaol. On the 
same Bill in the House of Lords last week Lord Esher said he entertained 
strong objections to the Bill. It was said to be intended to relieve the 
judges from trying a certain class of cases. But they had no right to be 
relieved. They had undertaken to administer the law, and had no 
right to complain. Nor did these cases, except on the Northern Circuit, 
take up any appreciable portion of their time. The majority of the 
judges did not desire this change. 








WARNING TO INTENDING HovsE PurcHasERs & LESSEES.—Before purchasing or 
renting a house have theSanitary arrangements thoroughly examined byan wat 
from The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, late 115, Victoria-st., West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c,—{ ADVT.) 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
‘ No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
Monday, May ........... 27. Mr. Godfrey Mr. Clowes Mr. Pemberton 
Tuesday ........ . 28 Rolt Koe Ward 
Wednes ya 7 Pemberton 






o9 Godfrey Clowes 


Thursday ... . 80 Rolt Koe Ward 
‘riday een 31 Godfrey Clowes Pemberton 
Saturday, ‘Tune........... 1 Rolt Koe Ward 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NORTH. STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Monday, May............++ 27 ~Mr. Lavie Mr. Leach Mr, Carrington 
Tuesday ... 28 Pugh Beal Jackson 
Wednesday... sees 29 Lavie Leach Carrington 
Thursday .. see 30 Pugh Beal Jackson 
friday . wapleeeriees. a Lavie Leach Carrington 
Saturday, DE cna 2 Pugh Beal Jackson 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


<INs F ID ENG RING C E 7D— fo inding up, presented | ., 
ATKINS FILTER AND ENGINEERING Co, LimiTEp—Petn for winding up, pres¢ | NAPPER, BENJAMIN, sen., Whitechapel rd, Leather Merchant. 
} 


May 16, directed to be keard before North, J., 
Co, Gt Winchester st, solors for petners - 
LITTLEBOROUGH DYEING Co, LrwITED—Kay, J.. has fixed May 30, at 12, at his 
chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidati or 
Porovs CarBon Co, Limi TED—Petn for winding up, presente d May 9, directed to 
be heard before North, J., on Saturday, May 25 Bagot & Co, Gracechurch st, 
solors for petner : 
STEIN’s BAKERY Co, LunTED—By an order made by Stirling, J., dated May 11, it 
was ordered that the company be wound up Goldberg & Laagdon, West st, 
Finsbury circus, solors for petner 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLV E D. : 
NorrincHAM WESLEYAN METHODIST SUNDAY SCHOOL Sick Society, Wesleyan 
Chapel, Broad st, Nottingham May 15 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
ALEXANDRA BURIAL SOCIETY, Van Tromp Inn, Church st, St Helens, Lancaster 
May 14 


on Saturday, May 25 Bompas & 


Lonion Gazette-—TUESDAY, May 21, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMIT! D IN CHANCERY. 

ALLAN & Co, LimiTED—North, J., has fixed Wednesday, May 29, at 
chambers. for the appointment f an official liqui ds ator 

Henry Pounp, Son, & Hutcuins, Lim1TEpD—Kay, J.. has fixed Friday, May 31, 
at 12, at his chambers. for the appointment of an official liquidater 

K1no’s LYNN SEED CRUSHING Co, Liw1TED—By an order made by Kay, J., dated 
May 11, it was ordered * hat the voluntary winding up of the company be con- 
tinued Wilkins & Co, Gresham House, Old Broad st, solors for petners 

LLWYDARTH IRON, STEEL, AND TIN PLATE Co, LimiTED—By an order made by 
Chitty, J.. dated May 1i, it was ordered that the vo!watary winding up of the 
company be continued ‘White, New inn, agent for James, Swansea, solor for 
petners 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

DaGGeEtTr’s Boot SOLE SyNDICATE—Creditors are re guired, on or before June 17, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims. 
to Eawin Waterhouse, 44, Greshain st Thursday, June 27, at 11, is appointed 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 


CoUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 





BELL, JOHN DICKINSON. Totteridge ot, 8 nr Barnet, Herts, Clerk in Holy Orders. 
June 24, Boyes, Barnet x 

Brrcu, JAMES ARTHUR, Manchester, June 14. Heywood & Son, Manchester 

Bows, GEORGE, Blyton, Lincs, Gent. June 30, Credland, Gainsborough 

BUTLER, JosEPu, Malin Bridge, nr Sheffield, Gent. July 1. Taylor, Shefiield 


BROOKHOUSE, RoperRT, Morledge, Derby, Cement Manufacturer. Aug 23. 
Powell, Derby a 
Brow E BENJAMIN THOMPSON, Ilkley, Yorks, Gent. June 11. Reed & Co, 


Burien. " BELLARS, Caldecott, Rutland. May 15. Stapleton, Stamford 


CLARK, RoBERT GEORGE, St Alban’s rd, Highgate, Esq. June 15. Fladgates, 
Craig’s ct, Charing cross : 

Cook, WILLIAM HENNESSEY, Tavistock Hotel, Covent garden. July 1. Lewis & 
Lewis, Ely pl, Holborn : : 

CoorER, CHARLES, Oxford st. June 24, Cronin, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 

DEACON, SAMUEL, Polebrook, Northampton, Auctioneer, June 15. Deacon & 
So n. " Peterb rough ; 

Dowson, CHRISTOPHER HENRY, Clifton, Bristol, Surgeon, June 24, Lawrence, 
Bristol 

Epmonps, Emma Eriza, Hillmorton, Warwick. May 25. Seabroke, Rugby 

GERRARD, JAMES, Pemberton, Lancs, Provision Merchant. June 14. Barlow, 
Wigan 

Gricrt, EDWIN JAMES, Reigate, July1. Davis & Lloyd, Newport, Mon 

HAIsMAN. Mary ANN, Victoria grove Chelsea. June 24. Prall & Son, 
Rov chester 


HEATON, RicuazD, Burton in Lonsdale, Yorks, Yeoman. June 1. Hartley, 
Settle 
KIEsHA\ w, Isaac, Great Sankey, Lancs, Farmer. May 31. Joseph Wright, Gt 


Sanky 


| Lippett, Tuomas, Burnopfield, Durham, Gent. June7. Mather & Co, New- 


castle upon Tyne : 
June 14, 
Mullens & Boss anquet, Queen Victoria st 


| NEWBEGIN, JOHN, Riding Mill, Northumberland, Butcher. June 10. Gibson & 
| 


| SHADBO 


11, at his 


LIVERPOOL, ISLE OF MAN, AND SOUTH OF SCOTLAND STEAM CARRYING CO, LIMITED | 


—Petn for winding up. presented May 17, directed to be heard ——— Bristowe, 
V.C., at St George’s Hall, Liverpool, on Thursday, May 30 Madden & Co, 
Liverpool, s solors for pee rs 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED, 
Loyal LILY OF THE VALLEY LODGE, Golden Lion Inn, Briery hill, Ebbw Vale, 
Monmouth May 16 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last DAY OF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 10. 
PARKES, JOSEPH, Onken, Stafford, Gent. May29, Simpson v Parkes, Stirling, J 
Neve, Wolverhampton 
STOCKDALE, JOSEPH, Elm, (¢ Jambrid ige, Farmer. June 8, Gurney v Stockdale, 
North, J. Neal, Pinners’ Hall, Old Broad st 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY. May 14. 

Camm, HENRY, Bath, Gent. June 5, Camm v Camm, Kay, J. Capron, Clement’s 
inn, $ Strand 

DILION, JAMES, Clapham rd, Gent. June12. Duftiny Duffin, Stirling,J. Gedge 

& Co., Old Palace yard, Westminster 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 17. 
MAwER, ROBERT, Ruscoe, Stonebeck Up, York, Farmer. June 16, Verity v 
awer, Chitty, J. Sy kes, Harrogate 


London Gazette,—TUESDAY, May 21. 
BAkER, JOHN FRANK, Brighton, Wine Merchant. June 17. Offer v Baker, Stir- 
ing, J. Dowse, New inn, Strand 
GoovE, CHARLES WILLIAM, Copthall, Twickenham, Horse Forage Manufacturer. 
June 6. Field v Goode, North, J. Simpson Gracechurch st 
PALGRAVE. WILLIAM Girrorp, Monte Video, Republic of Uruguay, Consul- 
General. June 28. Palgrave v Palgrave, North, J. Holme, Old Jewry 
SEELEY, GEORGE, Saint Ebbes, Oxford, Rag Merchant. June 18, Sumersford v 
Seeley, Chitty, J. Galpin, Oxford 


UNDER 22 & 23 VIC ae, GAP, 350 
LAsT Day OF CLAm™, 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 7 
ALLUM, JOHN, King Henry’s rd, South Hampstead, Gent. Junei, Stoneham & 
t... Fenchurch st 
so GEORGIANA, Salisbury. Jane1, Meredith & Co, Newsa, 
gr - 7 ~ 


Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 

PEMBERTON, JOSEPH INGRAM TRAVERS, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Brassfounder. 
June 14. Rowlev & Chatwin, Birmingham 

wt, ISABELLA, Fore st, Upper Edmonton, Cowkeeper. Junei. Stoneham 
& Son, Fenchurch st 

STANLEY, CAROLINE, Cambridge, Cork Cutter. June 24. Ellison & Burrows, 
Cambridge 

Stupprns, Isaac, Leicester, Baptist Minister. June 18, Stevenson & Son, Lei- 
cester 

SURTEES, WILLIAM Epwarp, Tainfield, Kingston, Somerset, Esq. June 15. 
Pyke & Parrott, Lincoln’s inn fields 

TuHWAITES, THoMAS, Bury, Gent. June 3. Wallis, Bury 


Topp, JosErnu, Wylde Green, Warwick, Commission Agent. Juae 20. Mathews 
& Co, Birmingham 





London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 10. 
ANDER nom, THOM. iS HE NRY WRIGET, St James’s st. June 12, Richards, War- 





ATHER mcr SaMt WALKER, Ringmore, Shaldon, nr Teignmouth, Gent 
June5. Keeb le, Moorgate st 
BALL, THOMAS, Birke ahead, retired Blacksmith. June 29. 
ar chester 
Benny, JAMES, Denton, Lancs, Cork Manufacturer, June 1. 
yde 
BLOMFIELD, EpwWarD Henry, Duke st, St. James’s, Retired Major General. 
June 12, Stirling, Winchester House, Old Broad st 
el  poacees JOSEPH, Kingston upon Hull, Stevedore. June 4. Laverack, 
ul 
CRESSWELL, THOMAS TRENHAM, Lee, Kent, Olerk in Holy Orders, June 1, Crick* 
& Freeman, Maldon, Essex 
Ev&LyN, Col GEORGE PALMER, Hartley Manor, nr Dartford. June 21. Jarrett, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
FENTON, FREDERICK, Wick rd, South Hackney, Dairyman., June 1. Harper & 
Battcock, Rood lane 
GIbBs, JOunPE, Newport, Mon, Solicitor. July 10. Gibbs & Moxon, Newport, 


Makinson & Co, 


Da 


F, & T. Drinkwater, 


Mor 

HI1GGInN, JOSE! H, Liverpool, Gent, June7. Duncan & am, Liverpool 

Hopson, JosErH, Scarborough, Wine Merchant. May 28, Turnbull, Durham 

sae RST, + Laces Rolvenden, Kent, Gent. May 31. Mace & Sons, 
Tenterden 

KING, MARY, Yapton, Sussex, Grocer. July 8 Arnold & Co, Chichester 

LAWRENCE, MAry, Andoversford, Glos. June1. Carr, High Holborn 

LOE, GEORGE AvGusTUs, South Stockton, Yorks, Wine Merchant. Jn!y 3, 

Hunton & Bolsover, Stockton on Tees 

MARR, EDWARD. Clifton hill, St John’s wood, Esq. June 21. Stileman & Co, 
Soutbampton st, Bloomsbury sq 

PARTINGTON, CHARLES FREDERICK, Lower Belgrave st, Pimlico, Advertising 
Agent. July 1. Houghtons & Byfield, Gracect 1urch st 


| PEACOCK, JOHN ‘THOMAS, Wells st, Oxford st, Egg Merchant. July 1. Dalston, 


Southampton st, Bloomebury 

PHILLIPS, HARRIETT, Haverfordwest. June 21. 
Haverfordwest 

Proctor, RICHARD ANTHONY, Montague st, Russellsq,Gent. June20. Paddison 
& Co, Gray’s inn °q 

RAESCHKE, ROSALIE, Beaumont st, Portland pl, Governess. June 15. Langdon, 
West st, Finsbury circus 

RANDLE, WILSON, Dancer rd, Fulham, Wine Merchant. Juneil. Want, West- 
minster chbrs, Victoria st 

Score, ALLEN pass WALTER, Liverpool, Provision Porter. June18. White, 
siverpoo 

Scott, ANNE, Stanclitfe st, Liverpool. June 18, White, Liverpool 

SENTANCE, VALENTINE, Talbot ct, Gracechurch st, Wholesale Tea Dealer. June 
24. Morley & Shirretf, Gresham House, Old Broad st 


Eaton-Evans & Williams, 


SINGERS, ARCHIBALD, New -astle upon Tyne, Wi ine Merchant, June 14. Aitchi- 
: son, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Sto, James, Clapton Common, Upper Clapton, Esq. June 24. McMillin, 


Bloomsbury s , 

SMITH, ARTHUR, Walmer, Kent, Esq. May 3i. Mercer & Co, Deal 

SMITH, HANNAH, Scarborough. June 21, Turnbull & Co, Scarborough 

SmiTH. SaRau, North Marine rd, Scarborough, Lodging-house Keeper, June 1. 
Gardiner & Co , Bradford 

StronG, HENRY, Reading, Gent. Juneé. Beale & Martin, Reading 

Tanowsn. save SaLmon, Yelverton, Norfolk, Farmer. June 8, Baldrey, 
Norwich a 

Tyzack, WILLIAM, net, nr Sheffield, retired Manufacturer. July 1. 


Wake & Co., She 
WATKINS, JOHN, Halnaker, Sussex, Grocer. July 8 Arnold & Oo., Chichester 
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WILLIAMS, RICHARD, Haverfordwest, Tanner. June 28. Eaton-Evans & Williams, 
Haverfordwest 


London Gazctte.—TUESDAY, May 14. 


ADAMS, SAMUEL, Hankelow, nr Nantwich, Retired Farmer. 
& Co, Wolverhampton j 7 


May 21. Underhill 


ANCKETILL, OLIVER GEORGE, Kensington sq, Gent. June1. Carr, High Holborn . 


GreGson, Ronert, Southport, Milk Dealer. June 15, Mayhew & Co, South- 


port 
Hrppert, ANN, High Wycombe, Bucks. June 25. Rexworthy, Cheapside 


Hose. Mary ANN, Mortlake rd, Kew. June 25. Saxelby & faulkener, Iron- 
monger lane 

Jonrs. Harry, Parliament st, Westminster, Surveyor. 
Brighton 


June 21. Griflth & Co, 





BANKS, WILLIAM, Murray st, Hoxton, Warehouseman. July 1. 


gate hill 


BLENCOWE, JOHN SALMON, Banbury, Baker. June 8. 


BRYANT, EMMA, Busby pl, Camden rd. June 15. Grundy & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Clarke, Fleetwood 
CLARKE, THOMAS NOBLE, Rydal Farm, nr Ambleside,}/Farmer. “July 1. 


CASWELL, Mary, Fleetwood, Lancs. May 22. 


Ambleside 


CORNETI, MARGARET, Norton st, Liverpool. June 15. 


CouRTIS, GRORGE HAywoop, Hulme, Manchester,*Architect.gJune 20, 


anchester 
CovuRTISs, MARIA, Ashton upon Mersey. June 20. 
CRAWFORD, ANN EDITH, Folkestone. May 31. 
house chmbrs, Queen Victoria st 
DRAPER. JOHN, London wall, Merchant June 24. 
Cannon st 
EMMENS, WILLIAM, Brockley, Kent. June 20. 


GRAY, The Rt Hon Lady EMILIE CAROLINE, Templeton pl, Earl’s Court. 


11. Nokes & Stammers, Basinghall st 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette—Fripay, May 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALLEN, GEORGE Huitts, Hercules bldgs, Lambeth, 
Builder High Court Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
ALLEN, JAMES. Nottingham, of no occupation Not- 
tingham Pet May3 Ord May 14 

ABNUP, JOHN, Pockthorpe, Norwich, Carter Norwich 
Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

ATEINSON, SAMUEL Cookg, Falsgrave, Scarborough, 
Butcher Scarborough Pet May 13 Ord 
May 13 

BATEMAN, ROWLAND, Lozells, Aston, Warwickshire, 
Billiard Table Maker Birmingham Pet May 13 
Ord May 13 

BENCE, CHARLES, Queen’s rd, Bayswater, Fruiterer 
High Court Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

BRAITHWAITE, RICHARD, Bowness. Westmorland, 
Saker Kendal Pet May15 Ord May 15 

BREEDEN, WILLIAM TONKS, Birmingham, Gas Fit- 
tings Manufacturer Birmingham Pet April 9 
Ord May 11 

Brown, Joun, Barnsley, Milk Dealer Barnsiey Pet 

: May 15 Ord May 15 

CLARKE. WILLIAM, Burnham, Somerset, School- 

,..master Bridgwater Pet May13 Ord May 13 

CONNELL, Mercy, Pudsey, Yorks, Carrier Bradford 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

DENNETI, RICHARD, Newport, I W, Masoa Newport 

__ Pet May 4 Ord May 15 

FIGGUREs, JOHN ERNEST, Luton. Beds, Commercial 

_ Traveller Luton Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

Fitcu, SAMUEL RicHarD, Church st. Stoke Newing- 
oe Confectioner Edmonton Pet May15 Ord 

__ May 15 

FONNEREAU, Puitip, Merton rd, Kensington, 
Horse Dealer’s Salesman High Court Pet May 
14 Ord May 14 


GENT, CHRISTOPHER, Sheepshed, Leicester, Brick- ‘ 


layer Leicester Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
GENT-Davis. ROBERT, late Albert sq, Clapham, late 
M.P. High Court Pet April15 Ord May 13 
GOWLER, ATBERT HENRY, Mortimer cres, Kilburn, 
Jeweller’s Traveller High Court Pet May 14 
Ord May 14 

HAMEBEY, SkipmMorE, Shepherds Brook, nr Stour- 
bridge, Worcester Master Glass Cutter Stour- 
bridge Pet May6 Ord May 6 

HARDMAN, CHARLES, Hyde, Cheshire, Tripe Dresser 
Ashton under Lyne and Stalybridge Pet May 11 
Ord May 11 

Harrison, Tuomas, Hartlepool, Hotel Manager 
Sunderland Pet May it Ord May 11 

HAYWARD, JAMES, Croydon, Contractor 
Pet May 11 Ord May 11 

HEsLop, PHILIP ASHMOLE, Manchester, Merchant 
Manchester Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

Hozrs, Epwin Ropuovss. Peterborough, Confec- 
tioner Peterborough Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

How, Wit11am, Upwey, Dorset, Chemist Dorches- 
ter Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

JACKSON, Hugi, Mirfield, Yorks, Pork Butcher 
Dewsbury Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

JONES, RicHarD, Askew rd, Shepherd’s bush, Iron- 
monger High Court Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

LEWIs, WILLIAM THOMAS, BENJAMIN LEWIS, and 

OHN LEWIS, Neath, Glam, Auctioneers Neath 

Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

MatTruEws, ARTHUR, Southsea, Boot Dealer Ports- 
mouth Pet May 11 Ord May 11 

MorGan, JouNn, Builth, Brecon, Draper 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

Naprn, Exias, Chesterfield, Cabinetmaker Chester- 

, field Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

NEWBERY, FREDERICK CHARLES BEAUMONT, Wal- 
brook Whart. Cousin lane. Paper Merchant High 
Court Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

PEARKS, RICHARD, sen., Northfield, King’s Norton, 
Worcestershire, late Farmer Birmingham 
May 15 Ord May 15 

PYLE, EBENEZER, Stockbridge, Butcher Southamp- 
ton Pet Mayi4 Ord May 14 

REICHFELD, JOSEPH, Wellington st, Strand, Merchant 
Tailor High Court Pet Mayis Ord May 14 


Croydon 


Newtown 


Tucker, Manchester 
Farmer & Carpenter, Mansion 


Lowless & Co, Martin’s lane, 


Pet | 


Savage, Lud- | 


Pellatt, Banbury 
st. Cheapside 
Tower «t 
Gatey, 
Goffey & Co, Liverpool 


Tucker, Westminster 


June 13, 
SMITH. Fowarp SyDNEY. 


Lorp, MARGARET, Blakey et, Blackburn. 
Low, WIrnttAM, Vincent sqr, Wesminster, Gent. 


Pace. Mary ANN, Forton, nr Portsmouth. 


PoTTrer. Fowarn SMALLEY. Queen’s gate gdns, 8. Kensington, Esq 
Cunliffes & Greg. Manchester 
RIcHARDS, FRANCES, Abervstwith, Cardigan. May 31. Jones & Oo, Aberystwith 


Rost. MARGARE?TA Lady, Reynera, Bucks. 


June 15. Dean & Son, Preston 


June 17. Turner & Low, King 
June 15, Carr & Martin, Groat 


July 20. 


June 10. Norton & Co, Victoria st, 


Srpyvey, Trromas. Bowes Manor. Southgate, late Alderman of the City of Lo1don. 
Murray & Co, Birchin lane 


Birchington rd, Kilburn, Professor of Music. July 1. 


Smith & Co, Aldermanbury 


Preston Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
Roomk, JoHN, Derby, Tailor Derby Pet May 14 
Ord May 14 
Samvus_ts, WILtiaAM ALBERT, Coventry, Fruiterer 
Coventry Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
SARGENT. JAMES. Salisbury, Fishmonger Salisbury 
Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
SETCHELL, JOHN, New Clee, Lincs, Fisherman Gt 
Grimsby Pet May 13 Ord May 13 
SHEPHERD. JosEPH GeEoRGE. Croydon, Licensed 
Victualler Oroydon Pet May 13 Ord May 13 
Srmupson. Epwarp, Bradford, Architect Bradford 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
SmirH, CHARLES, Old Basford, Nottingham, formerly 
Licensed Victualler Nottingham Pet May 14 
Ord May 14 
SPENCER, ARTHUR, and REUBEN SPENCER. Sheffield, 
Grocers Sheffield Pet May 14 (rd May 14 
Srgars, FREDERICK, London rd, Forest hill, Draper 
Greenwich Pet May® Ord May 6 
TAPLING, EDWARD, and WILLIAM Moszs, Orange st, 
Bethnal green. Carpet Makers High Court Pet 
Apris8 Ord May 13 
White, Rospert THompson, West Green _ rd, Totten- 
ham, Cheesemonger Edmonton Pet Apr 25 
Ord May 14 
WILKINSON, RopeRT CARNE. St Thomas's, Devon, 
JP Exeter Pet May2 Ori May 15 
WILKINSON, WILLIAM PLAYTERS, Excter, Wine, Mer- 
chant Exeter Pet May 2 Ord May 15 
WraGc. GEORGE. Matlock, Journeyman Plasterer 
Derby Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of April 16. 
Huaaes, James. Fremont st, South Hackney, Boot- 
maker High Court Pet Mar 22 OriApr 12 
The following smended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of May 19, 
GRANDFIELD. MATTHEW, Bristol, Grocer Bristol 
Pet Mays Ord Mays 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Appiin, THomAs Epwarp, Fordingbrilge, South- 
ampton, Draper May v4at1.15 Off Rec, Salis- 


bury é 
ARCHER, JESSE, Wakefield, Cocoa Fibre Matting 
Manufacturers May 24 at 2.30 Otf Rec, Bond 


terr, Wakefield 
ARNUP, JAMES, Pockthorpe, Norwich, Carter 
25 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
BLAK&BOROUGH, JOSEPH, Scarborough, [roomonger 
May 24 at 11.30 
Scarborough 
CAVEN, JAMES, Addington rd, Bow, Draper 
ati11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
CLARKE, JOHN CHARLES, Leamington Priors, Butcher 
May 27 at 12.30 Otf Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coven- 


May 


May 28 


} try 
CoLby, gone. Kirtley, Suffolk, Builder May 25 at 
iu . ze : 


c, 8, King st, Norwich 
Conon, LuK#, Seaham Harbour, Durham, Inn- 
keeper May 24at3 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sua- 
derland 


CONNELL. MERCY, Pudsey, Yorks, Carrier May 28 at 
11 Otf Rec, 31, Manor row, Bra:iford 

CRUICKSHANK, WILLIAM, St Margaret mansions, Vic- 
toria street May 28 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


inn 

Davies, Joun, Abergwali, Carmarthenshire, C arpen- 
ter May 24 at 11 Off Rec, 11. Quay st, Carm arthen 

Davison, Epwarp, Brentford, Furniture Dealer 
May 24atit Cannon st Hotel 

EVANS, ROBERT, Rhyl, Flint, Innkeeper May 29 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy Office, Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

Evan3, SAMUEL, Crogsland rd, Haverstock Hill 
May 28at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 

Harpy, REUBEN, Swanage, Dorset, Builder May 24 
at3 Off Rec, Salisbury 

HARTER, HENRY, Gt Yarmouth, Cycle Manager 
May 25at 11.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

HEARER, EDWARD MURBRIN, Falmouth, Baker May 
25 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Hopgss, EDWIN RODHOUSE, Peterborough Confectioner 
May 24 at 1230 Law Courts, New rd, Peter- 
borough 


Off Rec, 74, Newborough sf, | 


Strack. Rev. JonN Maurice. Cubitt Town, Isle of Dogs, Clerk in Holy Orders. 


June 13. Burt. Gray’s inn sq 
Tindale, Essex st, Strand STANDING, GEORGE, Brenchley, Kent, Gent. June 11. Buss, Tunbridge Wells 
June STANSFELD, Davin, Leamington Spa, Gent. July 1. Stansfeld, Halifax 
TRENT, JouN, Chilthorne Domer, Somerset, Yeoman. June7. Battea, Yeovil 
ROBINSON, BETHELL, Preston, Furniture Dealer | Huaues, James, Fremont st, South Hackney, Boot 


Manufacturer May 28at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Linecoln’s inn 

HUTCHINSON, RicHarn, Leeds, Coach Spring Maker 

May 27 att2 Off Reo, 22. Park row, Leads 

Hutron, Wituttam, Armlav, Leets, (trocar May 27 
atti Off Rec, 21, Park row, Leeds 

Jackson, WILttaM, Northampton. Shos Manufac- 
turer May 27at1 County Court bldgsa, North- 


ampton 

Joyce, ALFRED, Kendal, Butcher May 27 at 10.45 
37, Stramongate, Kendal 

Jupp, Wirttam. Lee, Gt Missenden. Bucks. lately 
Farmer May 27 at 12 Railway Tavern, Princss 
Risborough, Bucks 

LATHAM, WILLIAM, jun, Altrincham. Cheshire, 
Brewer’s Traveller June 4at1t Off Rec, Ogden’s 
chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 


LEACH, ALBERT HeNRY, Rochdale, Painter May 27 


at 3.30 Townhall, Rochdale 

MATTHEWS, ARTHUR, Southsea, Boot Deaalar May 
27 at 3.30 165, Queen st, Portsea 

MITcHeEtt, Foun. Hyde, Cheshire, Publican June 6 


at 1.45 Townhall. Ashton under Lyne 
MoreGan, Joun, Builth, Brecon, Draper May 28 atl 
Otf Ree, Lianidloes 
NabIn, Extras. Chesterfield, Cabinets Maker May 27 
at2.30 Off Rec, St James's chbra, Darby 
Newron, Henay Novass, Sandown, I.W., Brawer 
May 29 at12 Holyrood chbrs, Newport, LW 
PALMER, GEORGE CASTLEDINE, Halifax, Tailor May 
Warchouseman 


Batti Off Rec, Halifax 
REEs, CLEMENT P&Avey, Norwich, 
May 25 ati Off Rec. 8, King st, Norwich 
Rest, MARK. Bicester, Kings End, Oxon, late Inn- 
keeper May 29at12 1. St Aldates. Oxford 
Rivatr, GEORGE. Twywell, Northampton, Groser 
May 25 at3 County Court bldngs, Northamptoa 
Rook, Tuomas Joun, Southtown, Suffolk. Carter 
May 25 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
RovuTLEeDGE. JOHN, South Shields, Gent May 25 at 
10.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
RUSSELL, GeorGs, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer May 
29 at 11 Otf Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
SHaw, Smiru. Burnlev, Auctioneer June 27 at 1.30 
Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
Simpson, Epwarp, Bradford, Architect May 23 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
VERNON, ALFRED, Northampton, Shoe Manu- 
facturer May 27 at 3 County Court bidngs, 
Northampton 
The following amended notice is substituted for 
that published in the London Gazette of May 14, 


JESSON, HENRY, Warwick, Upholsterer May 27 at 
12 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALLEN. GEORGE Hu1tts. Hercules bidgs, Lambeth, 
Builder High Court Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

APPLETON, SAMUEL, Hey Mills, nr Birmingham 
Draper Birminghawn Pet Aprilil Ord May 15 

ATKINSON, SAMUEL COOKE, Falsgrave, Scarborough, 
Butcher Scarborough Pe‘ May ts Ord May 14 

BARNES, FRancis, Watlington Oxon, Baker Ayles- 
bury Pet April20 Ord May 13 

BLAKEBOROUGH, Jo3nra. Scarborough, [ronmonger 
Scarborough Pet May» Ord May 15 

BRAITHWAITE, RICHARD, Bowness, Westmorland, 
Baker Kendal Pet Mav 14 Ord May 15 

CONNELL. Mercy, Pudsey, Yorks, Carrier Bradford 
Pet May 14 Ord May 11 

Conton, LUKE, Seaham Harbour, Innkeeper Sunder- 
land Pet May9 Ord May 13 

DAVEY, JAMES, Monument Station bidgs, Eastcheap , 
ol Broker High Court Pet March 26 Ord 

ay 13 
Evans, WILLIAM Ecrsau, Sherwood s+, Golden sq, 


Blind Maker High Court Pet April 8 Ord 
May 13 
Fancotr, Winttiam Henry, Coventry, Butcher 


Coventry Pet April 30 Ord May 15 
FsuTHaM, JoHN HENRY. Trowbridge, Ironmonge: 
Bath Pet Aprilit Ord May 14 
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Fitcu, SaMugEL RicuarpD. Church st, Stoke Newing- 
ton, Confectioner LE: imonton Pet May 15 Ord 
May 15 

FONNEREAU, PHILIP, Merton rd, Kensing ton, Horse 
Dealer’s Salesman High Court Pet May 11 Ord 
May 14 

Fostrr, Hewry Epwakp, Thornton, nr_ Bradford, 
+ ag Spinners Bradford Pet Mays Ord 
1a. 


@mians, WILLIAM JamMEs, Bexley, Kent, Fishmonger 
Rochester Pet May8 Ord May 13 

GREATOREX, WILLIAM, Leicester, Boot ae 
turer Leicester Pet April15 Ord May1 

HAMBREY, SKIDMORE, Shepherds Brook, ur ean 
bridge, Worcestershire, Master Glass Cutter 
Stourbridge Pet May 6 Ord May 10 

Harpy, REUBEN, Swanage, Dorset, Builder Poole 
Pet May 10 Ord May 14 

Hakrnison, THOMAS, Hartlepool. Hotel Manager Sun- 
derland Pet May it Ord May 13 

Heatu. Henry, Liverpvol, Merchant 
Pet Feb4 Ord May 14 

HeEstor, PHILIP PemmsoL Manchester, 

anchester Pet M: 3 Ord May 13 

Hoxrrs, Epwin RopuovsE, Peterborough, Confec- 
tioner Peterborough Pet May13 Ord May 15 

How, Witi1am, Upwey, Dorset, Chemist Dorches- 
ter Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

JACKSON, HuGH, Mirfield, Yorks, Perk 
Dewsbury Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

JOHNSON, EDWARD PELLIER, Halfmoon st, Piccadilly, 
late Capt 9th Lancers High Court Pet Nov 16 
Ord May 14 

Lamp, THOMAS JONN, Staines, Licensed Victualler 
Kingaton, Surrey Pet April 26 Ord May 14 


Liverpoc | 


Merchant 





Butcher 


MATTHEWS, ARTHUR, Southsea, Boot Dealer Portse 
mouth Pet May it Ord May 11 

MITCHELL, JoHN, Hyde, Cheshire, Pablican Ashton 
under Lyne and Stalybridge Pet May 9 Ord 


May 10 
Rees, CLEMENT PEAVEY, Norwich, Warehouseman 
Norwich Pet Mays Ord May 13 


REICHFELD, JOSEPH, Wellington st, Strand, 

Merchant Tailor High Court Pet May 14 Ord 
ay 14 

Robinson, BaRTUELL, Preston, Furniture Dealer 
Preston Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

Rook, THoMas JOHN, Southtown, Sutfolk, Carter 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Mays Ord May 13 

RoomeE, Joun, Derby, Tailor Derby Pet May 14 
Ord May 14 

ROUTLEDGE, JonN, South Shields, Gent Neweastle 
on Tyne PetApril24 Ord May 15 

SAINT, WILLIAM, Croydon, Tailor Croydon Pet 
Mayl Ord May 13 

SAMUELS, WILLIAM ALBERT, Coventry, I ruiterer 
Coventry Pet May 13 Urd May 15 

SEeTcHE:.L, Joun, New Clee, Lines, Fisherman Gt 
Grimsby Pet May 13 Ord May 13 


Snmupson, Epwarp, Bradford, Architect 
Pet May 10 Ord May 14 

SMITH, CHARLES, Old Basford, Nottingham, formerly 
Licensed Victualler Ni tttingham Pet May i4 
Ord May 14 

STEARs, FREDERICK. London rd, Forest hill, Draper 
Greenwich Pet May6 Ord May 6 

WILLICOMBE, ARTHUR, Tunbridge Wells, Builder 
Tunbridge Wells Pet April4 Ord May 13 

WRAGG, GEORGE, Matlock, Journeyman Plasterer 
Derby Pet May 14 Ord May 14 


The following amended notice is substituted for that | 


published in the London Gazette of April 3¢. 


HuaneEs, JAMES, Fremont st, South Hackney, 
Manufacturer High Gourt Pet March 22 
April 18 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
RY. FREDERICK Goss, 
Broker Liverpool 
May 10 


WREN, AvuGustus Burnay, Manchester, Veterinary 
Surgeon Manchester "Adj Dec 18 


Formby, Lancashire, 


Adj June 1, 1835 Annul 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Pacon, Isaac, Wirksworth, Derby, Lead Miner 
Derby Pet May 16 Ord May 16 

BoYLEs, CHARLES HENRY, High st, Sydenham, Oil- 
man Greenwich Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

ae 1 EpWIN, Hanley, Grocer Hanley Pet 
May2 Ord May 15 

BRUNSTROM, ARTHUR WILLIAM, Weelsby, Clee, 
Liaocs, Shipping Clerk Gt Grimsby Pet May 16 
Ord May 16 

Burns, Rosert, Scarborough, Credit Draper’s Agent 
Scarborough Pet May i6 Ord May 16 


CARTER, HENRY LISSANT, Shotlield, 
Printer Shetfield Pet April 24 Ord May 16 

CnarmaN, Israkt, Brinkhill, Lincs, Carpenter Bos- 
ton Pet Mayi6 Ord May 16 

CLAY, ALFRED, Stockton on Lees, Grocer Stockton 
on Tees Pet Mayé6 Ord ve A 15 

CLIFT, WILLIAM JAMES, Wednesbury, Painter Wal- 
sall Pet May 17 Urd May 17 

CoLBECK, WILLIAM, Wavertree, Lancs, Compositor 
Liverpool Pet May 18 Ord May 18 


Davies, WILLIAM, Beaufort, Brecknock, Draper 
Tredegar Pet May17 Ord May 17 

DORNING, WILLIAM HUMBOLDT, Bolton, Joiner Bolton 
Pet May 16 Ord May 16 

DRAKE, EDWARD HENRY, Redland, Bristol, Retired 
Majorin H.M.’s Army Bristol Pet t May 17 Ord 
May 18 


Bradford | 


Boot | 
Ord | 


Ship | 


Annul May 10 | 


Lithographic | 


] Evans, Davin, Newtown, Montgomeryshire, Fish- 
monger Newtown Pet May 18 Ord May 13s 
ForwWAkD, GEORGE, Rye, Sussex, _ Breaker Has- 
tings Pet May 16 Ord May 
FOWLER, JOHN HENRY, Lelocster, Bookseller Leices- 
ter Pet May 18 Ord May 18 
| GADE, DAELMAN, Mansion House chbrs, Queen Vic- 


teria st High Court Pet April 25 Ord May 17 
GOODCHILD, JAMES, St James’s rd, Bethnal Green, 
Boot Manufacturer High Court Pet May 16 


Ord May 16 


Hatt, Mines, and Herpert Hatt, Leeds, Cloth 
Manufacturers Leeds Pet May 17 Ord May 17 
HALL, SAMUEL, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham 


Pet May 16 Ord May 16 

HamItton, W., King st, Hesemesenith, 
High Court Pet April26 Ord May 17 

Hakgris, THOMAS, Rotherhithe st, Pac | case Maker 
High Court Pet May 17 Ord May 

]iawkins, JOHN, Taunton, Pied Victualler 
faunton Pet May9 Ord May 18 

HIti, ROWLAND, Droitwich, Bootmaker 
Pet May 15 Ord Mav 15 

HILL, SYDNEY WILSON, aaa Eaton, Grocer Derby 
Pet May 14 Ord May 1 

HUNTLEY, JOHN, hae pl, South Kensington, 
Dressing Case Maker High Court Pet May 18 
Ord Mz ty 15 

JACKSON, JOHN DEFFORD, § 
High Court Ord May 4 

| LEACH, FREDERICK STEPHEN TaYLor, Bury Bolton 
Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

Luioyp, THomas. Newport, Mon, Draper Newport, 
Mon Pet May16 Ord May 16 

| LuNpD, GEORGE ROBERTS, Armley, Leeds, Coal Mer- 
chant Leeds Pet May17 Ord May 17 

MOULDING, ALLEN, Reading, Oilman Reading Pet 
May 17 Ord May i7 

NEAL, Tuomas Gresham house, Old Broad st, Secre- 
tary to PublicComyanies High Court Pet May 
16 Ord May 16 

OGLE, ATKIN, Gt Horton, Bradford, Wheelwright 
Bradford Pet May 15 Ord May 17 

PICKLES, HABTLEY, Bradford, Reed Maker Bradford 
Pet May 14 Ord May 17 

PIRIE, JouN, Eastcheap, Scotch Factor High Court 
Pet May 2 Ord May 18 

Span.ine, Henry WILLIAM, Ampthill sq, Costume 
Maker High Court Pet May 16 Ord May 16 


Draper 


Worcester 


Southport, no occupation 





SquiRe, ALFRED, Wrotham rd, Camden Towa, Piano- 
forte Maker High Court Pet April 3 Ord 
May 16 

SWINFsN, JAMES, Blackman st, Borough, Clothier 


High Court Pet May 1s Ord May 18 

;, WILLIAM, Beeston, Notts, Carter Nottingham 

Pet May 17 Ord May 17 

Tuomas, HUGH WILLIAM, Norten Bridge. nr Ponty- 
pridd, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd Pet May 15 
Ord May 15 


Tac 






TMoMAS JON, Holborn viaduct, Comsntesion Agent 
High C ourt Pet March : 30 Ord May i6 
ial 7 2 Ss, CHARLES, Queen’s Hotel, Mickle ‘gate, York, 


sed Vic tualler York 


AM ay 16 


WALL, Tuomas Smitu, Kingswood, nr Bristol, Car- 

riage frimmer Bristol Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

| WALLING, JOHN, Manningham, Bradford, Egg 
Dealer Bradford Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

Joun, Cramlington. Tailor Newcastle on 

Pet May 16 Ord May 16 
WittiaM JouN, Birmingham, 
Birmingham Pet May18 Ord May 18 


Pet May i6 Ord 


Salesman 


The followieg amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of May 17. 
ARNUuP, JAMES, Pockthorpe, Norwich, Carter Nor- 

wich Pet May 13 Ord May 13 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALLEN, J. BARRow, late Gt Percy st, Clerkenwell 
occupation unknown May 31 at1 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Bacon, Isaac, Wirksworth, Derbyshire, Laad Miner 
— 29 at 230 Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, 
Jerby 

BARNARD, ALFRED, Lower Church st, Chelsea, Art 
Founder May 31at230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lin- 
cojn’s inn 

BE.L1Loc, ELIZABETH RAYNER, Slindon, Sussex, Widow 
May 28 att Bankruptcy blidgs, Lincoln’s inn 

BIrRAM, BENJAMIN SWINTON, Birmingham and Lon- 


| don, Mineral Merchant May 31 at 11 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 
| BLUNDELL, HENRY, Southport, Lancashire, Meat 


Inspector May "30 at 3 Off "Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
Liverpool 

BRERETON, EDWIN, Hanley, Grocer 
Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 


CLARKE, WILLIAM, Burnham, Somerset, School- 
master May 29at12 Bristol Arms Hotel, Bridg- 

| water 

CLAY, ALFRED, Stockton on Tees, Grocer May 28 at 

11 Otf Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

CROWLEY, WILLIAM MARK, Pattishall, Northampton 
Builder May 30 at 3 County Cs bidgs, Northamp- 
ton 


DASHWoOD, ARTHUR, Windsor terrace, Tottenham, 
Cheesemonger May 28 at il No16 Room, 30and 
31, St Swithin’s lane 

DAVENPORT, JAMES, Hockley, Birmingham, Corn 
Posies May 30 at 11 25, Colmore rd, Birming- 
1m 

DANES, Jame, Monument Station bldgs, Eastcheap, 
Bill Broker May 31 at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 

| Dawson, @EoRGE ADOLPHUS RaLru, Upper Baker st, 


May 29 at 11 








no occupation May 31 at 11 
coln’s inn 

Dunston, JouN, Fenton, Lines, Commission Ageat 
May 30atiz Uff Rec, 31, Silver st. Lincoln 

DENNETT, RICHARD, Newport, I. W., Mason May 
29 at 11 Holyrood chmbrs. ‘Newport, Zs. 

DoENING, WILLIAM HUMBOLDT, Bolton, Joiner May 
30at Ul 16, Wood st, Bolton 

DovuGury, ROBERT WILLIAM, Cheapside, Commissio1 
Agent June4 at 12.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Por- 
tugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 


33, Carey st, Lin- 


EVANS, Dav ID, Newtown. Montgomery, Fishmonger 
Junetati Off Rec, Lianidloes 
Evans, WILLIAM ELIJAH, Sherwood st, Golden sq, 


= ind Maker May 29ati11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


Foorn, FREDERICK WILLIAM. Estcourt rd, Wands- 
worth Common, late Potato Salesman June 4 at 
s , eeteateed bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln's inn 
1e1as 
Francis, THoMAS. Elthiron rd, Fulham, Bricklayer 
May 30ati1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
FURLONG, CHARLES, Bristol, Brush Manufacturer 
a, » at 12.3) Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 
risto 
GENT-DAVIS, ROBERT, late Albert sq, Clapham, late 
M.P. May 29at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Liucoln’s 
inn 
Harris, JOHN REkgS, Williamstown, Penveraig, 
auceoraen, Grocer May 28 at12 Otf Rec, Merthyr 
Ty dfi 
Hagris, SAMUEL LOUIs, 
Clothier May 30 at 12 
coln’s inn 


Redcross st, Barbican, 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Lin- 


HARRISON, THOMAS, West Hotel 
Manager May 30 at 12 John st, 
Sunderland 


Hartlepool, 
Off Rec, 25, 


HEsLor, PuHitip ASHMOLE, Manchester, Merchant 
May 28 at 12 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 
Manchester 


HILL, ROWLAND, Droitwich, Boot Maker June1 at 11 
Otf Rec, Worcester 

HOLLAND, WILLIAM, Hiehtown, Manctester, Baker 
May 28 at 11.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge 
st, Manchester 

HoutMES, ROBERT FREDERICK, Horncastle. 
Baker May 30 at 12.30 Off Rec, 31, 
Lincoln 

How, WILLIAM, Upwey, Dorset, Chemist May 28 at 
12.30 Off Kec, Salisbury 

JACKSON, HuGH. Mirfield, Yorks, Pork Butcher May 
29 at 3 Otf Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

KinG, Jacoz, Whitechapel rd, Leather Merchant 
June batil 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn fields 

LEHAIN, E., North row, Covent gdn, Fruit Mer- 


. Lines, 
Silver st, 


chant May 20 at 11 Bankruptcy bldugs, Lin- 
coln’s inn 
Luioyp, THoMASs, Newport, Mon, Draper May 13 at 


12 Otf Rec. Bank chbrs, Bristol 

LonG, WILLIAM, Chichester, ‘l'ailor 
Bankruptcy bldngs, Lincoln’s ina 

MITCHELL, ROBERT BRIGHTMORE, 
Journalist May 29 at 3 
Sheffield 

OGLE, ATKIN, Gt Horton, yO 
May 31 at 11.30 Off Rec 
ford 

PAINTER, THOMAS RICHARD, Lower Marsh, Lambeth, 
Hatter May 29atit Bankruptcy bldngs, Lin- 


coln’s inn 
PARMITER, JOHN, Ewias Harold, Herefordshire, 
2, Offa st, Hereford 


Butcher May 31 at 10 
PICKLeS, HARTLEY. Bradford, Reed Manufacturer 
ec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


May 3. atii_ Otf Ri 
May 30<t 12 33, 


May 28 at 3 


Shefiield, 
Ott Rec, Figtree lane, 


Wheelwright 
31, Manor row, Brad- 


Pounpb, HENRY W., Fenchurch st 
Carey st, Lincoln’s ion 

PRICE, CHARLES WILLIAM, late Threadneedle st, 
Stockbroker May 29 at12.30 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 

PYLE, EBENEZER, Stockbridge, 
May 29 at 11 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 

ROoME, JOHN, Derby, Tailor May 28 at 3 Off Rec, 
St James’s chmbrs, Derby 

ROBINSON, BETHELL, Preston, Furaiture Dealer 
May 28at3 Off Rec, 14, Vhapel st, Preston 

SAINT, WILLIAM. Croydon, Tailor May 2,at3 119, 
Victoria st, Westminster 

SARGENT, JAMES, Salisbury, Fishmonger May 29 at 
3 Ott Rec, Salisbury 

SEMARK, JOHN, Wrotham, Kent, Grocer May 28 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidngs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 


Hamps, Butcher 


inn 

SETCHELL, JOHN, New Clee, Lincs, Fisherman May 
29at11 Ott Rec, 8, Haven st, Gt Grimsby 

SMITH, CHARLES, old Basford, N ottingham, formerly 
Licensed Victualler May 23 at 11 Off Ree, 1, 
High pavement, Nottingham 

STARLING, JOHN, Guisborough. Innkeeper May 29 at 
12 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborouga 

Towers, CHARLES, York, Licensed V - tualler May 
30 at12 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, Yo 

VEASEY, JOHN, Horncastle, Lincs, Mitler May 13 at 
12.15 Otf Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 


WARD, FREDERICK SAMUEL, Birmingham, late Pork 
Butcher May 381 at 11 25, Uolmore row, Bir- 


mingham 
WHEATSTONE, ALBERT, Hereford, Clothier Juno 1 
at 2.30 2, Offa st, Hereford 


Witu1aMs, THOMAS, as Carnarvon, Grocer 
May 28 at 4.45 Royal tel, Carnarvon 

Woop, JOHN, Cramlington, Tailor May 30 at 2.30 
Otf Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

WRaGG, GEORGE, Matlock, Journeyman Plasterer 
May 28at12 Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 


The following amended notice is substituted for 
that published in the London Gazette of May 14. 
Hicks, SAMUEL, Cheltenham, Fruiterer May 30 at 
3.30 Couaty Court Office, Cheltenham 





on 


- 
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ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALLEN, JAMES, Nottingham, no qoenpation Notting- | 
ham Pet May3 Ord nd May 18 

AppliIn, THomMas Epw: ordingbridge, Sante, 
Draper Salisbury Pet May10 Ord Ma 


ARCHER, JESSE, Wakefield, Cocoa Fibre Seta | 


Manufacturer Waketield Pet Aprili8 Ord Bag A 17 | 
Dae, Isaac, Wirksworth, Derbyshire, Lead iner | 
Derby Pet May 16 Ord May 16 
BENCE, CHARLES, Queen’s rd, Bayswater, Fruiterer | 

High Court Pet May 14 ‘Ord May 17 
BOYLES, CHARLES HENRY, High st, Sydenham, Oil- 

man Greenwich Pet May 11 Or May 13 
BRERETON, EDWIN, tamale Grocer Hanley Pet 

May2 Ord May 
BRUNSTEOM, ARTHUR Wurezant, Weelsby, Clee, Lincs, 

Shipping Clerk GtGrimsby Pet May 16 


May 

BURNS, aa Scarborough, Credit paper s Agent 
Scarborough Pet May 16 Ord May 16 

CHAPMAN, ISRAEL, Brinkhill, Lincs, Carpenter Bos- 
ton Pet Mayi6 Ord May 16 

CLAREE, JOHN CHARLES, Leamington seleee, Butcher 
W. ck Pet Mayi11 Ord May 15 

CLARKE, WILLIAM, Burnkam, Somerset. Secmnater 
Bridgewater Pet May13 Ord May 17 

COLBECK, WILLIAM, Wavertree, ry Compositor 
Liverpool Pet May 18 Ord May 

COULSON, JOHN, Hexham, Innkeeper "Meena on 
Tyne Pet May 4 Ord May 17 

DENNETT, RICHARD, qrowpert, IW, Mason Newport 
Pet May 3 Ord) 


fa: 
DORNING, WILLIAM bts yy nee, Joiner | 


Bolton Pet May15 Ord May 


DRAKE, EDWARD HENRY, Redland, Bristol, Retired | 


Major Bristol Pet May 17 Ord N ayl 
FORWARD, GEORGE, Rye, Sussex, Colt ” eeciee 
Hastings Pet May 16 Ord May 16 
FosTErR, HENRY, Ashford, Kent, Watchmaker Can- 
terbury Pet Apr 27 Ord May 16 


toriast High Court Pet Aprvz5 Ord May 18 
GENT-DAVIS, ROBERT, late Albert sq, Clapham, late 
MP High Court Pet Apr 15 Orda May 16 
GODFREY, JAMES PHILIP, Copthail chbrs, Stock- 
broker High Court Pet Marz3 Ord May 17 
GOODCHILD, JAMES, St James's rd, Bethnal Green, 
Bootmaker High Court Pet May 16 Ord May 17 


GOWLER, ALLERT HENRY, Mortimer cresct, Kilburn, | 


Jeweller’s Traveller Iligh Court Vet May 14 
Ord May 16 


HALL, MILEs, and Hkrsert Harr, Leeds, Cloth | 


Manufacturers Leeds Vet Mayi7 Ord May 17 

HALL, SAMUEL, Birmiogham, Baker Birmingham 
Pet May 16 OUO:d May 16 

HARDMAN, CHARLES, Hyde, Cheshire, Tripe Dresser 
Ashton under Lyne and Stalybridge Pet May 11 
Ord May 15 

Hii, ROWLAND, Droitwich, Bootmaker Worcester 
Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

HILL, SYDNEY Witson, Long Eaton, Grocer Derby 
2et May 14 Ord May 18 

HUNTLEY, JOHN, Onslow pl, South Kensington, 
Dressing Case Manufacturer High Court Pet 
May 18 Ord May 18 

JESSEL, FRANK HERBERT, Craven terr, Hyde park, 
Gent High Court Pet March 25 Orda May 16 

LARKIN, JAMES, ‘Taunton, Draper Taunton Pet 
May 3 O:d May 17 

Luoyp, Tuomas, Newport, Mon, Draper Newport, 
Mon Pet May 16 Ord May 16 


LuND, GEORGE ROBERTS, Armley, Leeds, oun Mer- | 


chant heote Pet May 17 Ord May 17 

MARTIN, F. C., Howard st, Strand, Shipping Agent 
Hig , Court Pet Jan15 Ord May 16 

MAw, KOBERT, North Shields, Cierk Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet Mayit Ord May 17 

Morkis, Tuomas, Dolgelly, Merioneth, Builder 
Aberystwyth Pet Apriiit Ord Mays 

NEwToN, HENRY NourRSsE, Sandown, Brewer New- 
port and Ryde Pet March 22 Ord May 17 

Prercy, JoHN Purtip, Tooley st, Southwark, Pro- 
ae Agent High Court Pet May 4 Ord 

PYLE, VC BENEZER, Stockbridge, outa, Butcher 
Southampton Pet May 14 Ord May 

es 5 SAMUEL, Dudley, formerly See Duley 
Pet May8 Ord May § 


| SHEPHERD. JOSEPH GEORGE, Croydon. 





on, Licensed 
Victualler Croydon Pet May13 Ord May 17 


| SKIPPER, FREDERICK, Duke st, St James’s, Gent 


High Court Pet March9 Ord May 17 
SLATER, JOHN 
Denttster @ at Law High Court Pet Jan ii 


May 17 
SPARLING, HENRY WittiaM, Ampthill sq, Costume | 
6 


maker High Court Pet Mayié Ord Ma 
| SWINFEN, JAMES, Blac st, Clothier | 
High Court Pet May 18 Ord May 
Tacc, Wui1114mM, Rylands, Beeston, "Notts, Carter | 
Nottingham Pet. Mayi7 Ord May 18 


Tuomas, HUGH WILLIAM, Norton Bridge, nr, Ponty- | 


a Glam, Grocer Pontypridd Pet May 15) 

TOWERS, OUARES, York, Licensed Victualler York | 
Pet ,— 16 Ord May 16 

Tuck, ARTHUR, Hadleigh, ——¥ Farmer Chelms- 
ford Pet ave? Ord May 

WALLING, JOHN, Mannin, ghatn, Bradtord, Ege Dealer 
Bradford Pet May 17_ Ord May 

WIcKS, WALTER HUGH, Richmond, \Surrey, Tailor | 
Wandsworth Pet Apriliz Ord May 16 


Woon, WILLIAM JOHN, Birminghaw,  ormeee Bir- | 


mingham Pet Mayi8 Ord May 18 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


BATreN, CHARLES W, Bristol, Mineral Water Manu- 


facturer Bristol Adj Oct 31 Annul April 16 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


May 24.—Messrs. BAKER & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., 
at 2 o’clock, Freehold and Leasehold Investments 
(see advertisement, May 18, p. 3). 


GADE, DAELMAN, Mansion House chbrs, Queen Vic- | May 27.—Mr. F. C. TRAFFORD, at the Mart, E.C., at 1 


o’clock, Freehold Business Premises (see ad vertise- 
ment, May 18, p.4). 


May 23.—Messrs. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & 
BRIDGEWATER, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, City 
Freehold Ground-Rents (see advertisement, May 
1¥, p. 3) 

May 28,—Messrs. FostEnr, at the Mart, B.C., at 1 for 
2 o'clock, Freehold and Leasehold Properties (sce 
advertisement, May 14, p. 4). 

May 29.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & BousFiELD, at the 
Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Absolute Keversion (see 
advertisement, May 18, p. 3). 

May 29,—Messrs. Woop & Kirby, at the Mart, EC., 
at 1 o'clock, Properties (‘see advertisement, May is, 
p. 3). 

May 31.—Messrs. BAKER & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., 
at 2 o’clock, Freehold Investments (see advertise- 
ment, this week, p. 4). 

May 31.—Messrs. Bray, YOUNG, & Co., at the Mart, 
E.C., at 1 o’clock, Freehold and Leasehold Proper- 
ties (see advertisement, this week, p. 4). 
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AW.—Wanted, Junior Clerk; one with 
slight knowledge of Local Board Work pre- 
ferred.—Apply, with references. and stating salar; 
required, age, &c., to W. & F. GREGSON, Southend, 
Essex. 
AW.—Wanted, an Admitted Managing 
Clerk in a Solicitor’s Office in the City, witha 
view to a Partnership in two or three years.—Apply, 
by letter, stating age, experience, references, salary 
required, connection, and capital, to A. B., care of 
Messrs. » ted Mason & Co., «9, King-street, Cheap- 
slae . 


AW. — Wanted, Assistant Mauaging 
Clerkship, or Managing Clerk under super- 
vision, by a Soticitor (just admitted) ; salary not so 
much an object as to gain experience.—H. P. W., 
care of Fry & Son, 14, South-square, Gray’s-inn. 


AW CONVEYANCING CLERK, one 

4 who has had experience in general roarae f 
business in a good town oflice preferred, Wanted 
in the Office of a West End Firm ot Solicitors. 
Apply, by letter, stating age, previous engagements 


| anu salary -expecte ad, to A. Z., care of Measrs, Stree t 


Brothers, 5, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.U. 


PEENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lomsarp- 
STREET and 67, CHARING-CROss, LONDON. 
Established 1782. 

Moderate Rates, Absolute Security. Electric- 
Lighting Rules supplied. Liberal Loss Settlements 
Prompt Payment of Claims, 

Joint Secretaries— 
W. C. MacponaLp and F, B. Macpona.p, 
LOSSES PAID OVER 


£16,000,000. 

London Mere antile Insurances at Reduced Rates. 
pmeerian FIRE INSURANCE UUM- 
PANY. 

Established 1803, 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1, 200, 000 ; Paia- — £300,000 

Total Invested Funds over £1,600 


E, COZENS ‘SMITH, 
Gereral Manager. 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE 
RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 

or other Securities and Annuitics PURCHASED, or Loans 
or Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE RE- 
VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), li, 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand, Established 
1835, Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be 


capitalized. 
F, 8. CLAYTON, Joint 
Cc, H. CLAYTON, Secretaries 


THE LAW GUARANTEE & TRUST SOCIETY, 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1,000,000. 


The Hon. BARON POLLOCK, 
The Hon, Mr. JUSTICE KAY, 


1—FIDELITY GUARANTEES, given on behalf of Clerks, Cashiers, 
Travellers, and others; also Bonds on behalf of Trustees in Bankiuptcy, Liqui- 
dators and Receivers under the — Court, and all persons holding Government | 


appointments, —_ re required; an 
A—L 


LIMITED. 








TRUSTEES : 


PAID- UP CAPIT. AL, £100,000. 


{ The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE DA 
| Tne Hon, Mr. JUSLICE ORANTHAM, 


OBJECTS OF THE SOCIETY: 


V.—TRUSTEESHIP, 


NACY + OM MIETE ES’ BONDS granted. 


B.— ADMINISTRATION BONDS entered into at moderate rates 


II.— ADMIRAL TY BAIL BONDS granted. 
111.—MORTGAGE INSURANCES effected. 


For further particulars apply to the General Manager and S« 
HEAD OFFICE: 9, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, London, City OFFICE: 


y ti. CONTRACTS 


Liverpool: 6, York. buildings, 14, Dale-street. 


cretary, THOS. R. RONALD. ” 
9, St. Mildred’s-court, Poultry,:E.C, ReancH Orrices—Manchester ; 51, King-street;! , 


1V.—TRUSTEES FOR DEBENTURE, &c, The Society acts as Trustee 
| for Debenture and other Loans. 


Lhe Society is also prepared to be appointed Trustee 


je ither in e xisting ‘rusts or in those to be hereafter created. 


(Yee special Prospectus.) 


-TLTLE GUARANTEE against Jlefect ia same. 
GUARANTEED as to due performance, 
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UEEN 


INSURANCE 


COMPANY. 


Head Office of the Company : QUEEN INSURANCE BUILDINGS, 10, DALE STREET, LIVERPOOL. 


London Office 


General May 


iger—J 


- RUMFORD. 


Dry eervsily a ANCE BUILDINGS, 60, GRACECHURCH STREET. 
Sub-Manager—THOS. J. DAVIDSON. 


‘HIRTY-FIRST ANNUAL REPORT. 


The Report ard Account 
that the Premiums f rit 
or 61'S per cent., as ce 
yielding in Premiur 
was increased bv £48,367. 
nothing in the shape ot futu 
on the tum assured tor 
dispesed of as follows £36. 007. rok Di 
shown thereafter to stand as follo 
IN HAND, £1,491.610. 


te-insur 


THE 
Books of the Queen Inst 


* We have exaiiil 
; their investments. We 


ard Australian I 


Balance sheet exhibits : jull and accurat 


fhe Com} 


&58, presented to the 


und B 
! Pai i-up, £180,035 ; 


AU DITORS’ REPORT, DATED ist 
urance Company, with "the Vouchers and Securities, including the Certificates sent home from the American 
also examined the Audited Balance Steets of the Foreign Bram hes, and we certify that the 


have 
Company’s position on the 31st December, 1888, as shown by the 


€ view of the 


Shareholders at the Annual Mee 
mounted to £587,350, 
. of the previous vear. In the 
1come was £86.369. Tliat the 
os leted had been made cn the 

t div The Balance at Credit of Protit 
US ; £40, ‘184 17s. 11d. added to Reserve Funds; £ 
Life 


MAY, 


as com} my K a) h £598 785, 
} BRANCH, that NEW POLICIES had | 
‘ ayments to policy- holders were 
stricte-t principles and was of the snot | searching character, 
versicnary Bonus to particip ants amounted to one pound tive shillings per cent. 
and Loss was shown to amount to £196, 687 lls. 9a. 
£120,495 13s. 10d. Carried Forward. The FUN 
and Annuity Funis, £650,554 13s. 6d.; 


ting, on Thursday, 9th May, 1889, showed in the FIRE BRANCH, 


and the losses, paid and outstanding, were £363 458, 
en issued for £205, 966. 


£48,193, that the Life Fund 
per annum 
eed was 

S were 
Reserves, £550,495 13s. 10d. ToTaL FUNDS 


1889, STATED : 


combined 
300ks, 


HARMOOD BANNER & SON, Chartered Accountants, 


any 


_ ACTIVE AND INPLUERTIAL Aes WANTED. 


hes paid in Satisfaction of Claims, £§,986,613. 








THE NATIONAL ~ REVERSIONARY INVES TMENT COMPANY 


(Instit 


d 1837), 


For the Purchase of Absolute or Contingent Reversions, Life Interests, and 
Policies of Assurance on Lives, 


Ovrrice—No. 63, 


ARTHUR PEM 
So.icrrors—Messrs, ILI FFES, 
for Sale 


By 


Forms for submitting Proposals 


EST of ENGLAND FIRE and LIPE 
INSU caANOm COMPAN Y.—Established 1807 
Exeter, London Office New 

hiidge-strect, E.G. CAPITAL, £600,000, Fire De] rt 
ment—NRisks ci elmost every d 1 
Lite Departu ent—&pccial Fe ature : ¢ 
tem o1 rise Assurrnce. LOAN DEPARi 
VERSIONS; LIFE INTERESTS; GooD 
SECURITY. 

EDWARD H. SMITHETT, Secretary. 
Application for Agencies invited. 


fFYHE BRITISH LAW FIRE INSURANCE 
COMPANY, LIMITED, 
Subscribed Capital, £1,000, 000. 
This Company is prepared _to entertain proposals 
on eligible risks, including Mercantile Insurances 
Applications for Agencies may be made to 
H. FOSIER CUTLER, Manager and Secretary 
Officer, 5, Lothbury, B ank, London, E.C, 


{ \AGLE INSURANCE COMPANY. 
79, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 


RUSSELL, Bant., M.P. 


W 


Head Oftice - 


mbined Sys 
MENT— IiE- 
PERSONAI 


CHAIRMAN—SiIR GEORGE 


THE ASSURANCE EUND, £2,611,586, invested 
npon first-class Securities and yielding nearly 44 per 
cent. interest, is now upwards of 36 per cent. of the 
total liabilities ot the Company, and 14 times the 
amount of the Annual l’remiums payabie. 

FAVOURABLE RATLS tor Enaowment 
ances, 

INTERIM BON UBES have always been piven. 

MODEKATE EXt ENSES. 

G, HUMPHREYS, 


Actuary and Secreta ry 


Assur- 





OLD BROAD STREET, 


BERTON HEYWOOD L 
HENLEY, 


may be obtained at the Offices 
Order 


1iption insured, 


LONDON, E.C. 


ONSDALE, Esa., Cuarmmman. 
<« SWEE T, Bedford- -row. 


of the Company. 
G. A. RENDALL, Secretary. 


FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 
ESTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 
Chics Ottice— 
126, CHAN ( ~ i as tee LONDON, W.C. 
ity Dranch 

ROYAL E xe HANGE BUILDINGS, E.C. 
LIrE DEPARTMENT, 
ntion is drawn to 


| AW UNION 
a 


1854. 


cial atte the following 
itures :— 

i. ‘he Borus added to Policies on young lives at 
the last division of profits amounted to £75 for every 
£100 ¢ f premium paid during the Quinquennium. 

Clans ae payable numediately on proot of death 
uv id tit le, 
> Pre a are moderate. 
FIRE DEPARTMENT. 

Losses settled promptly and libe rally. 

Private Houses and Ecclesiastical Buildings, if 
brick and tiled or slated, and free from hazardous 
surroundings, insured at a premium of 1s. 6d. for 
each £100. 

Household Furniture in houses of similar construc- 
tion insured at a premium of 2s. per cent. 

Loans on Reversions and Life Interests. 

Reversions purchased. 

Annuities granted, 

FRANK McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


— ASSURANCE COMPANY. 
Established 1836, 
Moorgate-street, E.C, 
Union-terrace. 
a & FUNDS Drgaas by 
ire Premiums ., * 
rife Premiums ,.. on oes oe 
Interest... on ee eee . 45, 
AC Uli ulated Funds ee ee ee _ #8 


Lowpon;: l, ABERDEEN, l, 


£607 000 
7. a 


421,64 | 


THE NORTH OF ENGLAND 


TRUSTEE DEBENTURE 
AND ASSETS CORPORATION, LIMITED. 
AUTHORIZED SHARE CAPITAL, £1,000,000, 
SUBSCRIBED SHARE CAPITAL, £500,000, 


CTORS. 
BUCKLEY, Esq., J.P., 
ster and County 


Knott Mill 


DIRE 
JAMES FREDERICK 
Greenfield, Director of the Manche 
Bank, Limited. 
JOHN GALLOWAY, Junior, Esq., J.P., 
Iron Works, Manchester. 
Esq. M. 


OTHO HORKHEIMER, 
Manchester. 

JOSEPH LEIGH, Esq., J.P., Stockport, Direct r of 
the Manchester Ship Canal Company. 

WILLIAM EDWARD MELLAND, Esq., Man- 
chester, Director of the Lancashire and Yorkshire 
Bank, Limited. 

AIDAM MURRAY, Esq. (Broome, 
Manchester. 

JAMES PARLANE, Esq, J.P., 
Director of the Manchester and 
Limite 


Kaufmann), 


Murray, & Co.), 


Manchester, 


— Salford Bank, 
z Ga. 
eo St A WALMSLEY RADCLIFFE, Esq., J.P., 
Old 
WIL LIAM SLATER, Esq., J.P., Dunscar, Bolton, 
; BANKERS. 
Manchester and Salford Bank, Limited, 
Manchester, 
_ SOLICITORS. 
Messrs. Grundy, Kershaw, Saxon, & Samson, Man- 
chester and London, 
AUDITORS, 
Mersrs. Broome, Murray, & Co., Manchester. 
SECRETARY. 
Robert Fletcher Allured. 
The Corporation is now prepared to entertain pro- 
omer for business falling under any of the following 
1eads :— 

1. Acting as Trustee, Agent, &c., and under- 
taking trusts of every description. 

2. Assisting Companies in placing their de- 
bentures and share capital, and taking part 
in the conversion by persons and firms of 
standing and respectability of their busi- 
nesses into limited liability companies. 

. the purchase of and dealing in assets of 
every description, and especially estates of 
insolvent compavies and debtors or claims 
against the same, policies, reversions, &c, 
; ROBERT F. ALLURED, 
Registered Offices :— Secretary. 
104, King-street, Manchester. 


The 








TINEBRIET Y. 





rH E 


“BRANTHWAIT E” 


HOMES. 





FOR GENTLEMEN. 





Shot House, 


High 
Licensed under the Inebriates’ Acts, 


Licensees—H. BRANTHWAITE, F.R.C.S. 


Medical Attendant—Dr. J, 
Terms—2} 


~ Kor Prospectus, \c., apply to 
BRANTHWAITE 


.. legraphic Addiess— 


5 ** BRANBOORNE, TWICKENHAM,”’ 


Twickenham, 


1579-88, 
Cure of Inebriety, the Morphia Habit, aud Allicd Diseases. 


(Ep.), O. J, BOORNE. 
PRIESTLEY. Re 


to 5 guineas weekly. 


AnD BOORNE. 


Middlesex, 
for the Treatment and 


FE or P rospectus, &e., 


Licensed under the Inebriates’ Acts, 1879-88, 
Cure of incheicty, the Morphia Habit, and Allied Diseases. 


FOR LADIES. 


Coleman Hill House, 





Halesowen, Worcestershire, 


for the Treatment and 





Licensees—H. BRANTHWAITE, F, R. ©. 8S, (Ep.), Mrs. BRANTHW AITE. 
sident Medical Superintendent—H. BRANTHW AITE, F.R.0.8 (Ep. ) 


Terme—2 to 5 guineas weekly. 


ap ply 
MEDICAL "SU PERINTENDENT4 
Telegraphic Address— 
** BRANTHWAITE, Halesowen.’ 








